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House  Appropriations  Coinmittce  reported 
H.  R,  9302  without  amendment.  House 
Report  No,  1172.  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

House  passed  H,  R.  9302  with  amendments. 

H.  R,  9302  was  referred  to  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee.  Print  of  bill 
as  referred. 

Senate  committee  reported  H,  R,  9302  with 
amendments.  Senate  Report  No.  111?.  Print 
of  bill  and  report. 

Various  discussions  of  bill. 

Senate  passed  H,  R,  9302  as  reported.  Print 
of  bill  with  Senate  amendments  nuithered. 

Both  Houses  appointed  conferees. 

House  received  conference  report  on  H.  R. 
9302.  H.  Report  No.  1268.  Print  of  report. 

Senate  agreed  to  conference  report. 

House  agreed  to  conference  report. 

Approved:  Public  Law  85-279. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  8^-279 


MUTUAL  SECURITT  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1958.  Provides 
$52,000,000  for  development  assistance;  $300,000,000 
for  advances  to  the  development  loan  fund;  $125^000,000 
for  technical  cooperation;  $l5, 500,000  for  contributions 
to  the  U.  N.  expanded  program  of  technical  assistajice; 
and  $2,200,000  for  payments  of  ocean  freight  charges  on 
shipments  of  U.  S,  voluntaiy  relief  agencies. 
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PROCEEDINGS 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  mutual  ^security  appr^riation  bill.  Conferees  agreed  to 
file  report  on  bill  to  exempt  fromNquotas  wh^t  used  on  farm  where  produced. 

Senate  confirmed  Paarlberg  nominatioH^  Ser^^e  committee  reported  supplemental 
appropriation  bill. 


HOUSI 


ct.  MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATIONS.  By  a  vote  of  252  to  130,  passed  with  amendments 
H.R.  9302,  the  mutual  security  appropriation  bill  for  1958.  (pp.  13497,  13499- 
538).  The  bill  was  reported  without  amendment  by  the  Appropriations  Committee 
earlier  in  the  day  (H.  Rept,  1172),  (p.  13544)  As  reported  and  passed  the 

bill  includes  $300  million  for  advances  to  the  development  loan  fund,  $113  for 
technical  cooperation,  and  $15,500,000  for  the  U.N.  expanded  program  of 
technical  assistance  of  which  amount  the  U.S.  contribution  to  the  1958  calendar 
year  program  shall  not  exceed  33.33  percent  of  the  U.N.  program. 


2.  WHEAT.  The  conforms  agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  on'S,  1959,  to  exempt 

certain  wheat  producers  from  liability  where  all  the  wheat  crop  is  fed  or  used 
for  seed  or  foj/a  on  the  farm  where  produced,  p,  D786 

3.  PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

S,  1740,  to  authorize  the  payment  from  the  Employees'  Life  Insuran<X  Fund  of 
expensey4ncurred  by  the  CSC  in  assuming  and  maintaining  the  assets  ^d  liabili 
ties  QV  certain  beneficial  associations  (H.  Rept.  1174) ,  p.  13544  \ 

le  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  ordered  reported  S.  141L.  to 
giv^  agencies  discretion  in  either  suspending  or  retaining  on  duty  a  Federal 
eiqployee  prior  to  security  hearings,  p.  D786 

Rep.  Philbin  urged  the  passage  of  pay  raise  legislation  before  adjournment 
of  Congress,  p.  13538 
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4,^^RPLUS  COMMODITIES.  The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  reported  vit^ 
d^ndment  H.R.  6959,  to  authorize  the  use  of  CCC  surplus  connnodlties  to  / 
ailment  the  food  supplies  for  migratory  waterfowl  (H.  Rept.  1178).  p.  135w 

\  / 

^5.  DROUGHT  RELIEF.  Rep,  Thompson,  N.J. ,  spoke  of  the  need  for  drought  rellM  in 

\  N.J. ,  and  inserted  correspondence,  including  his  letter  to  the  Pr«side^,  on 

the  raat^r.  pp,  13538-39 


6,  EGG  PRICES. \ Rep.  Knutson  urged  an  increase  in  the  price  of  eggs  tc^ 
p.  13539 


'the  farmer. 


7.  LEGISLATIVE 

the  poultry  inspection 


13, 


15, 


PROG^^,  Rep.  Albert  announced  the  conference  rep^t  on  S.  1747, 
inspe^ctlon  bill  will  be  considered  today,  Aug.  \y.  p.  13538 


SENATE 


8.  NOMINATIONS.  By  a  vote\of  42  to  32,  confirmed  the  nomination  of  Don  Paarlberg 

to  be  Assistanct  Secretary  of  Agi'iculture  and  member  jof  the  CCC  Board.  The 
debate  included  a  generaiv  discussion  of  farm  policy  /and  programs,  pp. 

13617-41  '  \ 

Confirmed  the  nomination  of  Jerome  K,  Kuykendall'  to  be  a  member  of  the 
Federal  Power  Coimiission,  50  'to  25,  after  gener^  debate  on  power  policies, 
pp.  13554-9,  13575-93,  13595-& 

9.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Disagreed  with  the  House  ^endment  to  S.  1482,  to  amend  the 

Columbia  Basin  Project  Act  so  as  to,  incre^e  the  limitation  on  Che  acreage 
which  one  family  might  have  of  irrigsted/iand.  Senate  Conferees  were  appointed,” 
p.  13569  V 


10.  RECORDS;  ADMINISTRATIVE  LAW.  Sen.  O'Maho’hey  submitted  a  star  print  of  a  revised 
report  from  the  Judiciary  Commit te^on  S.^2377,  to  amend  the  procedures 
regarding  demands  for  reports  anc^statemencis  of  witnesses,  and  Sen.  McNamara 
stated  his  opposition  to  the  biM  and  inserted  an  editorial  contending  the  bill 
was  unnecessary  and  hastily  draw  up,  pp.  13^3-4 

Without  o'ojection  the  Jiyiiciary  Committee  Ni^en  withdrew  its  previous 
report  (S.  Rept.  569)  on  S. /Z377. 


11.  FORESTRY.  The  Interior  a^  Insular  Affairs  Committe 
Timber  Sales,  Quinaielt /Indian  Reservation,  Wash. , 
Aug.  24  with  a  minoril^y  report  by  Sen,  Watkins  (S. 


submitted  a  report  on 
printed  after 
971) .  p.  13549 


12,  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Sufith,  N.J,,  urged  the  passage  of  the  fhll  amount  authorized 
for  the  mutual  se^rity  bill,  and  inserted  the  President ' s'^ress  release 
opposing  some  cu^  and  urging  their  restoration  by  the  Sena^.  p.  13552 


ROADS.  Sen.  Neiiberger  inserted  two  editorials  urging  haste  in  dS^sposing  of  the 
highway  signl^oard  bills  held  in  Committee  (pp.  13552-3)  ,  and  later  stated  the 
Public  Wor^  Committee  would  meet  Aug,  20  to  consider  the  bills  13595) 


/ 


14,  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Mansfield  inserted  an  editorial  on  the  ’'machinery"  of 
the  "Greatest  Air  Conditioning  System  in  the  World,"  the  mountains,  steams, 
and  f<^rest8  which  treat  air  currents  to  give  Mont,  a  cool  climate,  p.  k3553 

POSTAL  RATES.  Sen.  Johnston  announced  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee  would  study  H.R.  5836,  to  increase  postal  rates,  very  carefully 
y/before  passing  judgement  on  it.  p.  13595 


85th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  EEPEESENTATIVES  j  Eeport 
1st  Session  )  |  No.  1172 


MUTUAL  SECUEITY  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 


^UGUST  15,  1957. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Passman,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  9302] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  submits  the  following  report  in 
explanation  of  the  accompanying  biU  making  appropriations  for 
Mutual  Security  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958. 

Summary  of  Bill 

The  total  of  the  budget  estimates  submitted  hi  House  Document 
No.  225  dated  August  14,  1957,  is  $4,001,460,000.  Of  this  amount, 
jew  appropriations  totaling  $3,386,860,000  are  proposed.  The  reap¬ 
propriation  of  $614,600,000  of  unobligated  balances  of  prior  year  funds 
is  also  requested.  In  addition,  the  sum  of  $93,673,000  remainhig 
unobligated  in  the  President’s  fund  for  Asian  economic  development 
contmues  available  tluough  June  30,  1958.  The  total  obligational 
authoritv  contemplated  by  the  Budget  for  the  fiscal  year,  therefore, 
is  $4,095^33,000. 

The  accompanying  appropriation  bill  for  1958  mcludes  new  appro¬ 
priations  of  $2,524,760,000,  together  with  the  reappropriation  of  unob¬ 
ligated  prior  year  balances  in  the  amount  of  $667,050,000.  These 
amounts,  together  with  the  carryover  balance  available  from  the 
President’s  Asian  fmid,  will  provide  new  obligational  authority  of 
$3,285,483,000  for  fiscal  year  1958. 
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MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATIONS,  1958 


The  funds  recommended  for  the  coming  year  are  $815,560,000  less 
than  amounts  provided  for  fiscal  year  1957.  They  are  a  reduction  of 
$809,650,000  in  the  President’s  1958  budget  request.  The  principal 
cuts  are  in  amounts  requested  for  mutual  defense  assistance,  the  new 
development  loan  fund,  and  the  special  assistance  authorization. 

The  following  tabidation  summarizes  the  amounts  requested  and 
provided  for  major  progi-ams.  A  detailed  breakdown  by  individual 
item  will  be  found  at  the  end  of  the  report. 
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MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATIONS,  1958 


Expenditures 

The  estimated  expenditures  for  this  program  for  fiscal  year  1958 
total  $3,900,000,000.  Of  this  amount,  $2,200,000,000  'is  for  military 
assistance  and  $1,700,000,000  is  for  the  economic  programs,  including 
defense  support. 

The  total  unexpended  balance  for  the  entire  Mutual  Security 
program  as  of  June  30,  1957  was  $0,195,000,000.  This  amount  plus 
the  new  funds  recommended  in  the  accompanying  bill  in  the  sum  of 
$2,524,760,000  will  make  total  funds  of  $8,719,760,000  available  for 
expenditure.  This  figure  is  approximately  two  and  one-fourth  times  as 
large  as  the  annual  expenditure  requirements  of  this  program  as  esti¬ 
mated  by  the  Military  and  ICA  officials.  If  there  were  no  new  funds 
appropriated  for  1958  for  these  purposes,  the  existhig  unexpended 
funds  would  run  well  beyond  January,  1959. 

Public  Law  480  Funds 

Foreign  currencies  received  for  agricultmal  commodities  sold  abroad 
mider  Title  I  of  Public  Law  480,  the  Agricultm-al  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  are  available  for  various  activities  of  the 
Federal  Government,  including  the  Mutual  Secm-ity  program.  For 
many  pmposes,  such  funds  are  available  to  the  agencies  involved 
without  dollar  reimbursement.  This  lias  the  effect  of  supplementing 
regular  appropriations  to  the  extent  that  such  cm-rencies  are  used. 

Through  the  fiscal  year  1957,  a  total  of  $3  billion  of  Public  Law  480 
sales  were  authorized.  Kecent  legislation  will  increase  this  amount  to 
$4  billion. 

As  of  June  30,  1957,  sales  agreements  totaling  $2,997  billion  had 
been  negotiated  with  a  world  market  value  of  $2,094  billion.  Of  this 
amount  $1,517  billion  will  be  available  for  activities  related  to  the 
Mutual  Secm-ity  Program,  as  follows: 


Military  procurement  (sec.  104c) _  $243,  700,  000 

Multilateral  trade  (sec.  104d) _  42,  400,  000 

Economic  development  grants  (sec.  104e) _  61,  500,  000 

Economic  development  loans  (sec.  104g) _  1,  169,  300,  000 


From  these  figures  it  can  be  seen  that,  in  addition  to  the  funds  pro- 
vided  in  this  bill,  large  sums  will  also  be  available  to  supplement 
appropriations  for  various  Mutual  Security  Programs.  For  instance, 
over  one  billion  dollars  of  foreign  cm-rencies  will  be  available  under 
section  104g  of  Public  Law  480  for  economic  development  loans 
throughout  the  world.  Further,  over  $100  million  is  available  for 
multilateral  trade  purposes  and  economic  development  grants  from 
Public  Law  480  sources.  And  these  amounts  will  increase  substan¬ 
tially  as  agreements  are  negotiated  under  the  additional  one  bfilion 
recently  authorized  for  Public  Law  480. 

The  Committee  expects  that  these  local  currencies  will  be  used  to 
meet  the  needs  of  Mutual  Security  progi-ams  as  far  as  possible. 
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^fiLiTARY  Assistance 

Programs  included  under  this  general  head  are  designed  to  provide 
the  military  equipment,  training,  and  direct  forces  support  for  forty 
nations  to  develop  or  maintain  specific  military  and  related  units  at 
a  given  level  of  effectiveness. 

The  authorization  request  for  military  assistance  was  $1 ,900,000,000 
plus  the  reappropriation  of  the  unobligated  balance  which  was  orig¬ 
inally  estimated  at  $500,000,000.  The  following  table  shows  the 
proposed  distribution  by  area  of  the  authorization  request  of 
$2,400,000,000. 


Europe _ $338,  509,  000 

Near  East,  South  Asia  and  Africa _  390,  407,  000 

Asia  and  Pacific _  689,  829,  000 

Latin  America _  25,  956,  000 

Non-regional _  955,  299,  000 


The  authorizing  legislation  provides  that  not  to  exceed 
$1,600,000,000  may  be  appropriated  for  this  item.  Section  548  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  also  provides  that  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
heretofore  made  available  under  authority  of  that  Act,  are  authorized 
to  be  continued  available  for  the  general  purposes  for  which  appro¬ 
priated. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,250,000,000 
for  this  item  plus  the  reappropriation  of  $538,800,000  (the  latest 
estimated  amount  unobligated  as  of  June  30,  1957).  This  will 
provide  $1,788,800,000  for  obligation  during  the  fiscal  year  1958. 
This  amount  is  $114,600,000  more  than  was  actual^  obligated  and 
reserved  during  fiscal  year  1957  and  is  $939,880,000  more  than  was 
actually  obligated  and  reserved  during  fiscal  year  1956. 

The  estimated  unexpended  balance  for  Military  Assistance  as  of 
June  30,  1957  was  $4,262,000,000.  This  amount  plus  the  recom¬ 
mended  new  appropriation  of  $1,250,000,000  would  provide  a  total  of 
$5,512,000,000  for  future  expenditure.  The  estimated  expenditures 
for  this  item  for  fiscal  year  1958  as  submitted  to  the  Committee  by 
the  Defense  Department  total  $2,200,000,000.  The  total  available 
therefore  will  provide  a  two  and  one-half  year  pipeline  at  that  esti¬ 
mated  expenditure  rate. 

Defense  Suppokt 

In  past  years  the  term  “Defense  Support”  included,  for  nations 
receiving  substantial  military  assistance,  some  economic  assistance 
provided  for  purposes  other  than  defense  such  as  economic  develop¬ 
ment.  For  fiscal  year  1958  there  is  included  under  this  heading  only 
that  aid  necessary  to  enable  a  countr}^  to  raise  and  support  military 
forces  for  the  common  defense  and  to  assure  the  maintenance  of  United 
States  military  bases  abroad. 

The  authorization  request  for  this  item  was  $900,000,000,  as  follows: 


Europe _ $30,  000,  000 

Near  East,  South  Asia  and  Africa _  202,  000,  000 

Far  East  and  Pacific _  668,  000,  000 
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The  amount  for  individual  countries  is  classified.  The  countries 
included  are:  Spain,  Greece,  Iran,  Turkey,  Pakistan,  Ethiopia,  Libya, 
iMorocco,  Cambodia,  Korea,  Laos,  Philippines,  Taiwan,  Thailand  and 
Viet  Nam. 

The  authorization  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  provided  a  total  of 
$600,000,000  for  this  item.  The  Senate  bill  provided  $800,000,000 
and  the  Conference  figure  was  $750,000,000,  the  same  amount  as  the 
Budget  estimate. 

There  is  recommended  in  the  accompanying  bill  an  appropriation 
of  $585,000,000  plus  the  reappropriation  of  $36,000,000  of  prior  year 
balances,  making  a  total  of  $621,000,000  available  for  this  item. 

The  estimated  unexpended  balance  for  this  item  as  of  June  30,  1957, 
was  $1,288,196,000.  This  amount  together  with  the  new  appropri¬ 
ation  w'ill  make  a  total  of  $1,873,196,000  available  for  expenditure. 
The  estimated  expenditures  for  fiscal  year  1958  for  this  item  are 
$1,101,995,000. 

Development  Assistance  f' 

No  new  appropriations  are  proposed  for  this  item  for  fiscal  year  1958. 
It  is  expected  that  the  new  development  loan  fund  together  with  the 
special  assistance  authorization  carried  elsewhere  in  the  bill  will  take 
the  place  of  this  activity. 

However,  it  was  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  that  not  to  exceed 
$52,000,000  of  the  unobligated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  avail¬ 
able  for  development  assistance  be  continued  available  in  fiscal  year 
1958  for  the  purposes  originally  intended.  This  amount  is  to  cover 
agreements  negotiated  during  the  past  year  with  Saudi  Arabia,  Burma 
and  Indonesia,  for  which  obligations  could  not  be  recorded  because 
they  were  not  signed  prior  to  June  30,  1957.  The  Committee  has 
included  language  in  the  bill  to  continue  this  amount  available  during 
fiscal  year  1958  to  honor  these  agreements. 

Development  Loan  Fund 

The  purpose  of  the  Development  loan  fund  as  stated  in  section  201 
of  the  Act  is  “to  strengthen  friendly  foreign  countries  by  encouraging 
the  development  of  their  economies  through  a  competitive  free  enter- 
prise  system;  to  minimize  or  eliminate  barriers  to  the  flow  of  privately 
investment  capital  and  international  trade;  to  facilitate  the  creation 
of  a  climate  favorable  to  the  investment  of  private  capital;  and  to 
assist,  on  a  basis  of  self-help  and  mutual  cooperation,  the  efforts  of 
free  peoples  to  develop  their  economic  resources  and  to  increase  their 
productive  capabilities.” 

The  authorizing  legislation  provided  that  not  to  exceed  $500,000,000 
may  be  appropriated  without  fiscal  year  limitation  for  this  fund.  In 
addition,  there  was  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President 
without  fiscal  year  limitation,  for  advances  to  the  Fund  beginning  in 
the  fiscal  year  1959,  not  to  exceed  $625,000,000. 

The  Committee  has  included  in  the  bill  the  sum  of  $300,000,000 
for  this  fund,  which  is  a  reduction  of  $200,000,000  in  the  amount  of 
the  budget  esthnate  and  in  the  amount  authorized.  It  is  believed  that 
the  amount  recommended  will  be  sufficient  to  get  the  fund  started, 
since  the  first  two  months  of  the  fiscal  year  will  have  elapsed  prior  to 
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the  enactment  of  this  appropriation.  Language  in  the  bill  provides 
that  these  funds  shall  remain  available  until  expended. 

In  addition,  the  Committee  has  recommended  the  reappropriation 
of  $52,000,000  for  Development  assistance  as  previously  set  forth  in 
this  report. 

Technical  Cooperation 

Technical  cooperation — known  also  as  Point  4 — involves  the  sharing 
of  skills,  knowledge,  and  techniques  with  people  of  the  underdeveloped 
areas  of  the  world.  Such  programs  are  carried  out  at  the  request  of 
foreign  governments  to  supplement  their  own  efforts  to  increase  their 
levels  of  technical  competence,  to  further  their  economic  development, 
and  to  unprove  the  standard  of  living  of  their  people.  Technical  co¬ 
operation  is  extended  by  sending  technicians  to  participating  countries 
to  advise  and  teach,  and  by  bringing  selected  foreign  technicians  to 
the  United  States  or  other  countries  for  advanced  training. 

Funds  have  been  requested  for  proposed  programs  for  57  nations 
and  dependent  territories  on  a  direct  government-to-governm.ent 
basis,  which  is  the  General  authorization  item.  In  addition.  United 
States  contributions  to  technical  assistance  program,s  through  the 
United  Nations  are  requested  in  the  item.  United  Nations  Technical 
Assistance.  There  is  also  an  item  for  the  Organization  of  American 
States. 

Technical  cooperation,  general  authorization.- — The  budget  request 
for  this  purpose  is  $151,900,000.  This  is  broken  do^vn  by  areas  as 


follows; 

Budget  esti- 

Area  mate 

Europe _ _ _  $3,500,000 

Near  East _  23,  960,  000 

South  Asia _  24,  040,  000 

Africa _  11,  700,  000 

Far  East  and  Pacific _  39,  000,  000 

Latin  America _  35,  000,  000 

Interregional  expenses _  14,  700,  000 


The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $113,000,000, 
plus  the  reappropriation  of  $12,000,000  of  the  unobligated  balance  of 
prior  year  funds,  making  a  total  of  $125,000,000  available.  While 
this  is  a  decrease  of  $26,900,000  in  the  budget  estimate,  it  is  approxi¬ 
mately  the  same  amount  as  was  obligated  during  fiscal  year  1957. 

The  unexpended  balance  for  this  item  as  of  June  30,  1957  was 
$165,163,000  which  is  considerably  more  than  a  full  year’s  expenditure 
requirement. 

The  amount  provided  for  1958  should  be  adequate  in  view  of  the 
continued  difficulty  being  experienced  in  recruiting  qualified  personnel. 
It  is  believed  that  fewer  well  directed  projects  with  fully  qualified 
personnel  will  produce  m.ore  effective  long-range  results. 

United  Nations  technical  assistance. — The  Committee  has  included 
$15,500,000  in  the  bill  for  this  item,  which  is  the  full  amount  of  the 
budget  estimate  and  the  authorization.  The  language  carried  in  the 
Act  last  year  limiting  the  United  States  contribution  to  33.33  percent 
of  the  total  program  is  repeated  in  this  bill. 

Organization  of  American  States. — The  full  budget  estim.ate  of 
$1,500,000  is  recommended  for  1958.  This  is  the  same  amount  as 
was  provided  for  1957. 
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Other  Programs 

Special  assistance,  general  authorization. — The  Mutual  Security  Act 
of  1957  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  not  to  exceed  $250,000,000 
to  the  President  for  the  fiscal  year  1958  for  use  on  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  he  may  specify  for  assistance  designed  to  maintain  or 
promote  political  or  economic  stability  or  for  assistance  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  that  Act  applicable  to  the  furnishing  of  assist¬ 
ance  under  Title  I  (military  assistance  and  defense  support),  section 
304  (technical  cooperation),  section  405  (assistance  for  migrants, 
refugees,  and  escapees),  or  section  407  (Palestine  refugees).  The 
authorizing  Act  also  provides  that  $50,000,000  of  the  funds  author¬ 
ized  for  this  item  may  be  used  for  emergencies  and  contingencies  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  401  (a)  of  the  Mutual 
Security  Act  as  amended. 

According  to  the  justifications  submitted  to  the  Committee,  only 
$100,100,000  has  actually  been  programmed,  and  such  programming 
is  on  an  illustrative  basis  as  follows:  $19,400,000  for  malaria  eradica- / 
tion;  $10,000,000  for  Hungarian  refugees;  $3,400,000  for  Western  ^ 
European  technical  exchange;  and  $67,300,000  for  certain  specific 
countries,  the  breakdown  of  which  is  classified. 

The  Committee  has  included  in  the  bill  the  amount  of  $175,000,000 
for  this  item,  a  reduction  of  $75,000,000  in  the  amount  of  the  budget 
estimate.  This  will  fully  cover  the  illustrative  programs  presented  to 
the  Committee  plus  approximately  $75,000,000  to  meet  unforeseen 
emergencies  and  contingencies. 

In  addition,  an  unobligated  balance  of  $93,673,000  in  the  President’s 
Fund  for  Asian  economic  development  will  be  available  during  the 
year. 

The  Committee  has  noted  with  interest  the  efibrts  for  economic 
progress  under  democratic  processes  in  the  Kepublic  of  Guatemala. 
The  President  has  the  authority  to  use  this  fund  for  such  purposes. 
Nevertheless  the  Committee  has  provided  in  the  bill  not  less  than 
$5,000,000  be  made  available  for  Guatemala. 

Special  assistance,  joint  control  areas. — This  program  provides  for 
financial  assistance  to  \V"est  Berlin  and  technical  exchange  projects  in 
Berlin  and  Austria.  The  Committee  recommends  the  full  authorized 
amount  and  budget  estimate,  $11,500,000,  for  this  item.  The  amount/^, 
recommended  is  $700,000  below  the  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  ' 
1957. 

Intergovernmental  Committee  Jor  European  Migration. — This  Com¬ 
mittee  was  organized  in  1951  to  facilitate  and  increase  the  movement 
of  migrants  and  refugees  from  overpopulated  countries  of  Europe  who 
would  otherwise  not  be  moved.  There  are  presently  27  government 
members.  It  is  estimated  that  approximately  154,950  refugees  will 
be  moved  during  1958. 

The  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  $12,500,000,  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  this  purpose.  This  amount  is  the  same  as  was  provided 
for  fiscal  year  1957. 

United  Nations  re jugee  fund. — The  United  Nations  refugee  program 
is  a  voluntary  United  Nations  program  authorized  by  the  General 
Assembly  in  1954  for  the  purpose  of  undertaking  a  program  of  per¬ 
manent  solutions  of  the  problems  of  unassimilated  refugees  coming 
within  the  mandate  of  the  Office  of  the  U.  N.  High  Commission  for 
Kefugees. 
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The  bill  includes  $2,233,000,  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and 
the  full  authorization,  for  the  United  States  contributions  for  an  18 
months  period  comprising  the  last  half  of  calendar  year  1957  and  all 
of  calendar  year  1958.  The  program  is  scheduled  for  completion  on 
December  31,  1958. 

Escapee  program. — This  program  is  designed  to  supplement  the  as¬ 
sistance  given  by  the  country  of  asylum  and  the  voluntary  relief  agen¬ 
cies  to  Soviet  and  satellite  escapees  in  an  effort  to  reestablish  the 
needy  escapee  into  an  uidependent,  self-sufficient  member  of  the  free 
world. 

An  appropriation  of  $5,500,000,  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate  and  the  authorization,  is  recommended  for  this  program.  The 
sum  allowed  is  $500,000  less  than  the  amount  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1957. 

United  Nations  Children’s  fund. — The  purpose  of  this  program  is 
to  improve  the  health  and  welfare  of  children  with  the  principal 
emphasis  on  permanently  improving  rather  than  temporarily  relieving 
adverse  child  health  conditions.  During  calendar  ye'ar  1956  the  fund 
aided  311  projects  in  98  countries  and  tendtories  which  benefited  an 
estimated  37,000,000  children  and  mothers. 

The  Committee  recommends  the  full  authorization  and  the  amount 
of  the  budget  estimate,  $11,000,000,  for  this  item.  This  is  an  increase 
of  $1,000,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1957. 

United  Nations  Relief  and  frorts  Agency. — This  organization  is  con¬ 
cerned  with  relief  and  rehabilitation  of  the  Arab  refugees  from  Palestine. 

The  1956  appropriation  bill  provided  $62,000,000  for  this  program, 
$58,366,750  by  new  appropriation  and  $3,633,250  by  reappropriation 
of  unobligated  balances  of  prior  year  funds.  For  fiscal  year  1957,  the 
unobligated  balance  of  $45,300,000  was  reappropriated.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  $23,800,000  of  that  amount  was  unobligated  as  of  June  30, 
1957.  The  Committee  is  including  language  in  the  bill  continuing 
that  balance  available  through  June  30,  1958. 

North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization. — The  Committee  has  included 
in  the  bill  $1,500,000  for  completion  of  the  NATO  civilian  head¬ 
quarters  in  Paris.  This  amount  is  a  reduction  of  $1,200,000  in  the 
budget  estimate. 

An  appropriation  of  $2,475,000  was  approved  by  the  Congress  in 
the  Mutual  Security  Appropriation  Act,  1956,  for  the  United  States 
share  of  the  building  which  w^as  to  cost  an  estimated  $6,200,000.  The 
Committee  w'as  advised  at  that  time  that  the  $2,475,000  plus  previous 
credits  in  the  amount  of  $325,000  would  be  our  total  contribution  to 
the  building. 

In  February,  1957,  it  was  testified  that  the  total  cost  of  the  building 
had  increased  to  approximately  $10,700,000  and  that  the  United 
States  share  of  the  cost  would  be  an  additional  $1,500,000.  Not- 
wuthstanding  that  pi’0])Osal  and  testimony  to  that  effect,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  was  advised  in  July  that  the  estimated  cost  had  been  again 
revised  upward  to  $13,714,000  and  that  the  United  States  share  of  the 
additional  cost  was  $2,700,000. 

Such  irresponsibility  in  the  making  and  presenting  of  cost  estimates 
is  inexcusable.  The  Committee  in  recommending  the  additional 
amount  of  $1,500,000  does  so  with  the  understanding  that  this  amount 
is  to  complete  the  contribution  of  this  country  toward  the  construction 
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of  the  building  and  that  no  additional  or  supplemental  estimates  are- 
to  be  allowed. 

Ocean  freight. — The  Committee  recommends  the  budget  estimate, 
$2,200,000,  for  the  payment  of  ocean  freight  charges  on  relief  ship¬ 
ments  by  voluntary  agencies.  This  is  the  full  amount  authorized  for 
fiscal  year  1958. 

Control  Act  expenses. — The  Director  of  the  International  Coopera¬ 
tion  Administration  is  responsible  for  the  administration  of  the 
Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951  (Battle  Act)  for 
controlling  exports  of  strategic  materials  to  the  countries  behind  the 
Iron  Curtain  by  coimtries  which  receive  United  States  aid.  The 
Committee  recommends  the  sum  of  $1,000,000  for  this  item,  which  is 
the  amount  of  the  Budget  estimate  and  the  full  authorization  therefor. 
This  amount  is  $175,000  below  the  appropriation  for  fiscal  year  1957. 

General  administrative  expenses. — The  bill  includes  the  budget 
estimate  of  $32,750,000  for  necessar}^  administrative  expenses  for  the 
International  Cooperation  Administration  and  the  refugee  and  migra-  ^ 
tion  program.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  contained  in  the  authoriz-  ( 
ing  legislation.  The  amount  included  is  $2,581,100  over  the  amount  ^ 
provided  for  fiscal  year  1957  when  comparative  transfers  are  taken 
into  consideration.  Approximately  $1,100,000  of  the  increase  is  for 
payment  into  the  Civil  Service  retirement  fund.  The  remainder  of 
the  increase  is  primarily  to  cover  fidl  year  salaiy  costs  for  personnel 
employed  on  a  part-year  basis  in  1957,  new  missions,  and  to  strengthen' 
the  audit-control  activity. 

Atoms  for  Peace. — In  lieu  of  the  new  appropriation  of  $7,000,000’ 
requested  the  committee  recommends  the  reappropriation  of  the 
unobligated  balance  of  $4,450,000  for  this  program,  which  has  for  its 
purpose  the  promotion  of  the  peaceful  uses  of  atomic  energy  abroad. 
An  appropriation  of  $5,500,000  w’as  made  for  this  item  for  fiscal  year 
1957.  Of  that  amount  $1,050,000  was  obligated  through  June  30, 
1957,  leaving  about  80  percent  of  the  1957  appropriation  unobligated. 

Administrative  expenses,  State. — The  bill  includes  $4,577,000  for 
administrative  expenses  of  the  Department  of  State  which  are  incurred 
for  the  functions  directly  related  to  the  Mutual  Security  program  and 
the  United  States  Regional  Office,  Paris.  The  amount  allowed  is 
approximately  the  same  as  the  amount  provided  for  fiscal  year  1957.  ^ 
This  appropriation  was  previously  included  in  the  item  of  Adminis- 
trative  expenses  for  the  International  Cooperation  Administration. 
The  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1956  authorized  a  separate  appropriation 
for  this  item. 

General  Provision 

A  general  provision  is  included  in  the  bill  (Sec.  106)  iiroviding  that 
none  of  the  funds  made  available  by  this  bill  shall  be  used  for  that 
portion  of  Section  400  (c)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  a& 
amended,  which  reads  as  follows: 

The  President  is  authorized  to  use  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000 
of  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  for  assistance,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he 
may  specify,  to  schools  and  libraries  abroad,  founded  or 
sponsored  by  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  serving  as 
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study  and  demonstration  centers  for  ideas  and  practices  of 
the  United  States,  notwithstanding  any  other  Act  author¬ 
izing  assistance  of  this  kind. 

The  Committee  does  not  feel  that  funds  for  these  activities  should 
be  included  in  this  bill,  since  such  activities  are  a  part  of  the  regular 
United  States  Information  Agency  program,  which  is  appropriated 
for  in  another  bill. 

Limitations  and  Legislative  Provisions 

The  following  limitation  not  heretofore  carried  in  connection  with 
any  appropriation  bill  is  recommended: 

On  page  7,  in  connection  with  General  Provisions: 

Sec.  106.  None  of  the  funds  made  available  by  this  Act  shall 
be  used  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  first  sentence  of  section 
400  (c)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1964,  amended. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  1957,  ESTIMATES  FOR  1958,  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED 

IN  BILL  FOR  1958 
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Union  Calendar  No.  455 

H.  R.  9302 

[Report  No.  1172] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

August  15, 1957 

Mr.  Passman,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following 
bill ;  which  w^as  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  IVliole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

Making  appropriations  for  Mutual  Security  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tines  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  fiscal 

5  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  namely: 
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MUTUAL  SECURITY 

FUNDS  APPEOPEIATED  TO  THE  PEESTDENT 
Eor  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 
ont  the  provisions  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  to  remain  available  until  June  30,  1958  unless 
otherwise  specified  herein,  as  follows ; 

Military  assistance:  Eor  assistance  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  103  (a)  to  cany  out  the  purposes  of  title  I,  chapter  1 
(including  administrative  expenses  as  authorized  by  section 
103  (b) ,  which  shall  not  exceed  $23,500,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1958) ,  $1,250,000,000;  and  in  addition  not  to  exceed 
$538,800,000  of  unobligated  and  unreserved  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section 
103  (a)  and  section  104  are  continued  available  for  the 
purposes  of  section  103  (a)  ; 

Defense  support:  For  assistance  authorized  by  section 
131  (b),  $585,000,000;  and  in  addition  $36,000,000  of 
unobligated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for 
purposes  of  section  131  are  continued  available  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  that  section :  Provided,  That  not  less  than 
$40,000,000  thereof  shall  be  available  for  Spain,  exclusive 
of  technical  cooperation; 

Development  assistance:  Not  to  exceed  $52,000,000 
of  unobligated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available 
for  purposes  of  development  assistance  are  hereby  continued 
available  for  the  purposes  for  which  originally  appropriated; 
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Development  Loan  Fund:  For  advances  to  the  Develop¬ 
ment  loan  fund  as  authorized  l)y  section  203,  $300,000,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended; 

Technical  cooperation,  general  authorization:  For  assist¬ 
ance  authorized  by  section  304,  $113,000,000;  and  in  addi¬ 
tion  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000  of  unobligated  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section  304 
are  continued  available  for  the  purposes  of  that  section; 

United  Nations  expanded  program  of  technical  assist¬ 
ance:  For  contributions  authorized  by  section  306  (a), 
$15,500,000:  Provided,  That  the  United  States  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  1958  calendar  year  program  shall  not  exceed 
33.33  per  centum  of  the  United  Nations  program; 

Technical  cooperation  programs  of  the  Organization  of 
American  States:  For  contributions  authorized  by  section 
306  (b),  $1,500,000; 

Special  assistance,  general  authorization:  For  assistance 
authorized  by  section  400  (a),  $175,000,000:  Provided, 
That  not  less  than  $5,000,000  shall  be  available  for 
Guatemala ; 

Special  assistance  in  joint  control  areas  in  Europe:  For 
assistance  authorized  by  section  403,  $11,500,000; 

Intergovernmental  Committee  for  European  Migration: 
For  contributions  authorized  by  section  405  (a),  $12,500,- 
000 :  Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall 
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be  used  to  assist  directly  in  the  migration  to  any  nation  in  the 
Western  Hemisphere  of  any  person  not  having  a  security 
clearance  based  on  reasonable  standards  to  insure  against 
Communist  infiltration  in  the  Western  Hemisphere; 

United  Hations  Hefugee  Fund:  For  contributions 
authorized  by  section  405  (c) ,  $2,233,000; 

Escapee  program:  For  assistance  authorized  by  section 
405  (d),  $5,500,000; 

United  Nations  Children’s  Fund:  For  contributions 
authorized  by  section  406,  $11,000,000; 

United  Nations  Eelief  and  Works  Agency:  Not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $23,800,000  of  unobligated  balances  of  funds  hereto¬ 
fore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section  407  are  continued 
available  for  purposes  of  that  section ; 

North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization:  For  contributions 
for  the  construction  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organiza¬ 
tion  civilian  headquarters  as  authorized  by  section  408, 
$1,500,000; 

Ocean  freight  charges.  United  States  voluntary  rehef 
agencies:  For  payments  authorized  by  section  409  (c), 
$2,200,000; 

Control  Act  expenses:  For  carrying  out  the  purposes  of 
the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951,  as 
authorized  by  section  410,  $1,000,000; 
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General  administrative  expenses:  For  expenses  author¬ 
ized  by  section  411  (b) ,  $32,750,000; 

Atoms  for  Peace:  Not  to  exceed  $4,450,000  of  unobb- 
gated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes 
of  section  12  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1956  are  hereby 
continued  available  for  the  purposes  of  section  419; 

Funds  appropriated  under  each  paragraph  of  this  Act 
( other  than  appropriations  under  the  bead  of  military  assist¬ 
ance)  ,  including  specified  amounts  of  imobligated  balances, 
and  amounts  certified  pursuant  to  section  1311  of  the  Sup¬ 
plemental  Appropriation  Act,  1955,  as  having  been  obli¬ 
gated  against  appropriations  heretofore  made  for  the  same 
general  purpose  as  such  paragraph,  which  amounts  are 
hereby  continued  available  (except  as  may  otherwise  be 
specified  in  this  Act)  for  the  same  period  as  the  respective 
appropriations  in  this  Act  for  the  same  general  purpose, 
may  be  consolidated  in  one  account  for  each  paragraph. 

DEPAETMENT  OF  STATE 

Administrative  expenses:  For  expenses  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  as  authorized  by  section  411  (c)  of  the  Mutual 
Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  $4,577,000. 

GENEEAL  PEOVISIONS 

Sec.  102.  Payments  made  from  funds  appropriated 
herein  for  engineering  fees  and  services  to  any  individual 
H.  E.  9302 - 2 
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engineering  firm  on  any  one  project  in  excess  of  $25,000 
shall  be  reported  to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Eepresentatives  at  least  twice  annually. 

Sec.  103.  Pursuant  to  section  1415  of  the  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act,  1953,  and  in  addition  to  other  amounts 
made  available  pursuant  to  said  section,  not  to  exceed  the 
equivalent  of  $300,000  of  foreign  currencies  or  credits  owed 
to  or  owned  by  the  United  States  shall  remain  available 
until  expended,  without  reimbursement  to  the  Treasury, 
for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred  against  such  currencies 
or  credits  prior  to  July  1,  1953,  pursuant  to  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1951,  as  amended, 
and  Acts  for  which  funds  were  authorized  by  that  Act  and, 
hereafter,  foreign  currencies  generated  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  shall  be  utilized  only  for  the  purposes  for  which 
the  funds  providing  the  commodities  which  generated  the 
currency  were  appropriated. 

Sec.  104.  Hone  of  the  funds  provided  by  this  Act  nor 
any  of  the  counterpart  funds  generated  as  a  result  of  assist¬ 
ance  under  this  or  any  other  Act  shall  be  used  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  on  account  of  the  principal  or  interest  on  any  debt 
of  any  foreign  government  or  on  any  loan  made  to  such 
government  by  any  other  foreign  government;  nor  shall 
any  of  these  funds  be  expended  for  any  purpose  for  which 
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funds  have  been  withdrawn  by  any  recipient  country  to 
make  payment  on  such  debts :  Provided,  That  to  the 
extent  that  funds  have  been  borrowed  by  any  foreign 
government  in  order  to  make  a  deposit  of  counterpart  and 
such  deposit  is  in  excess  of  the  amount  that  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  be  deposited  pursuant  to  the  formula  prescribed 
by  section  142  (b)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended,  such  counterpart  may  be  used  in  such  country 
for  any  agreed  purpose  consistent  with  the  provisions  of 
such  Act. 

Sec.  105.  Except  for  the  appropriations  entitled  “Spe¬ 
cial  assistance,  general  authorization”  and  “Development 
loan  fund”,  not  more  than  20  per  centum  of  any  appro¬ 
priation  item  made  available  by  this  Act  shall  be  obligated 
and/or  reserved  during  the  last  two  months  of  the  fiscal 
year. 

Sec.  106.  None  of  the  funds  made  available  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  first 
sentence  of  section  400  (c)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended. 

Sec.  107.  The  appropriations  and  authority  with  respect 
thereto  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  from  July  1,  1957,  for 
the  purposes  provided  in  such  appropriations  and  authority. 
All  obligations  incurred  during  the  period  between  June  30, 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 


8 


1957,  and  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  in  anticipation 
of  such  appropriations  and  authority  are  hereby  ratified  and 
confirmed  if  in  accordance  with  the  terms  hereof. 

Sec.  108.  The  Congress  hereby  reiterates  its  opposition 
to  the  seating  in  the  United  Nations  of  the  Communist 
China  regime  as  the  representative  of  China,  and  it  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  the  continuing  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Communist  regime  in  China  has  not  demonstrated  its  will¬ 
ingness  to  fulfill  the  obligations  contained  in  the  Charter  of 
the  United  Nations  and  should  not  be  recognized  to  represent 
China  in  the  United  Nations.  In  the  event  of  the  seating  of 
representatives  of  the  Chinese  Conununist  regime  in  the 
Security  Council  or  General  Assembly  of  the  United  Nations, 
the  President  is  requested  to  inform  the  Congress  insofar  as  is 
compatible  with  the  requirements  of  national  security,  of  the 
implications  of  this  action  upon  the  foreign  policy  of  the 
United  States  and  our  foreign  relationships,  including  that 
created  by  membership  in  the  United  Nations,  together  with 
any  recommendations  which  he  may  have  with  respect  to 
the  matter. 

Sec.  109.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘‘Mutual 
Security  Appropriation  Act,  1958”. 
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IsxSBSsxoK  9002 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  16, 1957 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  Mutual  Security  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otheiwise  appropriated,  for  the  fiscal 

5  year  ending  Jime  30,  1958,  namely: 
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MUTUAL  SECURITY 

FUNDS  APPEOPBIATED  TO  THE  PEESn)ENT 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  to  remain  available  until  June  30,  1958  unless 
otherwise  specified  herein,  as  follows : 

Military  assistance:  For  assistance  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  103  (a)  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  title  I,  chapter  1 
(including  administrative  expenses  as  authorized  by_  section 
103  (b),  which  shall  not  exceed  $23,500,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1958),  $1,250,000,000;  and  in  addition  not  to  exceed 
$538,800,000  of  unobligated  and  unreserved  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section  103 
(a)  and  section  104  are  continued  available  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  section  103  (a)  ; 

Defense  support:  For  assistance  authorized  by  section 

131  (b),  $585,000,000;  and  in  addition  $36,000,000  of 

•  * 

unobligated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for 
purposes  of  section  131  are  continued  available  for  the  pur- 
poses  of  that  section:  Provided,  That  not  less  than 
$40,000,000  thereof  shall  be  available  for  Spain,  exclusive 
of  technical  cooperation ; 

Development  assistance:  Not  to  exceed  $52,000,000 
of  unobhgated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available 
for  pui'poses  of  development  assistance  are  hereby  continued 
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available  for  tbe  purposes  for  which  originally  appropriated ; 

Development  Loan  Eund :  For  advances  to  the  Develop¬ 
ment  loan  fund  as  authorized  by  section  203,  $300,000,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended ; 

Technical  cooperation,  general  authorization :  For  assist¬ 
ance  authorized  by  section  304,  $113,000,000;  and  in  addi¬ 
tion  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000  of  unobligated  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section  304 
are  continued  available  for  the  purposes  of  that  section; 

United  IS^ations  expanded  program  of  technical  assist¬ 
ance:  For  contributions  authorized  by  section  306  (a), 
$15,500,000:  Provided,  That  the  United  States  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  1958  calendar  year  program  shall  not  exceed 
33.33  per  centum  of  the  United  Nations  program; 

Technical  cooperation  programs  of  the  Organization  of 
American  States:  For  contributions  authorized  by  section 
306  (b),  $1,500,000; 

‘  Special  assistance,  general  authorization:  For  assistance 
authorized  by  section  400  (a),  $175,000,000:  Provided, 
That  not  less  than  $10,000,000  shall  be  available  for 
Guatemala;  .  • 

Special  assistance  in  joint  control  areas  in  Europe:  For 

f.  i", 

assistance  authorized  by  section  403,  $11,500,000;  ^ 

Intergovernmental  Committee  for  European  Migration : 
For  contributions  authorized  by  section  405  (a),  $12,500,- 


4 


1  000 :  Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall 

2  be  used  to  assist  directly  in  the  migration  to  any  nation  in  the 

3  Western  Hemisphere  of  any  person  not  having  a  security 

4  clearance  based  on  reasonable  standards  to  insure  against 

5  Communist  infiltration  in  the  Western  Hemisphere; 

6  United  Nations  Kefugee  Fund:  For  contributions 

7  authorized  by  section  405  (c) ,  $2,233,000; 

8  Escapee  program:  For  assistance  authorized  by  section 

9  405  (d),  $5,500,000; 

10  United  Nations  Children’s  Fund:  For  contributions 

11  authorized  by  section  406,  $11,000,000; 

12  United  Nations  Helief  and  Works  Agency:  Not  to  ex- 

13  ceed  $23,800,000  of  unobligated  balances  of  funds  hereto- 
fore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section  407  are  continued 
available  for  purposes  of  that  section ; 

1 R 

North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization:  For  contributions 
for  the  construction  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organiza- 

1  fi  •  •  •  • 

tion  civilian  headquarters  as  authorized  by  section  408, 

$1,500,000; 

90  '  •  • 

Ocean  freight  charges.  United  States  voluntary  relief 

21 

agencies:  For  pa3mients  authorized  by  section  409  (c), 

$2,200,000; 

23 

Control  Act  expenses:  For  carrying  out  the  purposes  of 

24 

the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951,  as 

OK 

authorized  by  section  410,  $1,000,000; 
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General  administrative  expenses:  For  expenses  author¬ 
ized  by  section  411  (b) ,  $32,750,000; 

Atoms  for  Peace:  Not  to  exceed  $4,450,000  of  unobli¬ 
gated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes 
of  section  12  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1956  are  hereby 
continued  available  for  the  purposes  of  section  419; 

Funds  appropriated  under  each  paragraph  of  this  Act 
(other  than  appropriations  under  the  head  of  military  assist¬ 
ance)  ,  including  specified  amounts  of  unobligated  balances, 
and  amounts  certified  pursuant  to  section  1311  of  the  Sup¬ 
plemental  Appropriation  Act,  1955,  as  having  been  obli¬ 
gated  against  appi’opriations  heretofore  made  for  the  same 
general  purpose  as  such  paragraph,  which  amounts  are 
hereby  continued  available  (except  as  may  otlierwise  be 
specified  in  this  Act)  for  the  same  period  as  the  respective 
appropriations  in  this  Act  for  the  same  general  purpose, 
ma}^  be  consolidated  in  one  account  for  each  paragraph.  » - 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

Administrative  expenses:  For  expenses  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  as  authorized  by  section  411  (c)  of  the  Mutual 
Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  $4,577,000. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  102.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  not 
heretofore  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

H.  E.  9302 - 2 
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Sec.  103.  Payments  made  from  funds  appropriated 
herein  for  engineering  fees  and  services  to  any  individual 
engineering  firm  on  any  one  project  in  excess  of  $25,000 
shall  be  reported  to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  a^nd  House  of  Eepresentatives  at  least  twice  annually. 

Sec.  104.  Pursuant  to  section  1415  of  the  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act,  1953,  and  in  addition  to  other  amounts 
made  available  pursuant  to  said  section,  not  to  exceed  the 
equivalent  of  $300,000  of  foreign  currencies  or  credits  owed 
to  or  owned  by  the  United  States  shall  remain  available 
until  expended,  without  reimbursement  to  the  Treasury, 
for  hquidation  of  obligations  incurred  against  such  currencies 
or  credits  prior  to  July  1,  1953,  pursuant  to  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1951,  as  amended, 
and  Acts  for  which  funds  were  authorized  by  that  Act  and, 
hereafter,  foreign  currencies  generated  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  shall  be  utilized  only  for  the  purposes  for  which 
the  funds  providing  the  commodities  which  generated  the 
cmTency  were  appropriated. 

Sec.  105.  None  of  the  funds  provided  by  this  Act  nor 
any  of  the  counterpart  funds  generated  as  a  result  of  assist¬ 
ance  under  this  or  any  other  Act  shall  be  used  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  on  account  of  the  principal  or  interest  on  any  debt 
of  any  foreign  government  or  on  any  loan  made  to  such 
government  by  any  .other  foreign  government;  nor  shall 
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any  of  these  funds  be  expended  for  any  purpose  for  which 
funds  have  been  withdrawn  by  any  recipient  counti’y  to 
make  payment  on  such  debts:  Provided,  That  to  the 
extent  that  funds  have  been  borrowed  by  any  foreign 
government  in  order  to  make  a  deposit  of  counterpart  and 
such  deposit  is  in  excess  of  the  amount  that  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  be  deposited  pursuant  to  the  formula  prescribed 
by  section  142  (b)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended,  such  countei*part  may  be  used  in  such  country 
for  any  agreed  purpose  consistent  with  the  provisions  of 
such  Act. 

Sec.  106.  Except  for  the  appropriations  entitled  “Spe¬ 
cial  assistance,  general  authorization’’  and  “Development 
loan  fund”,  not  more  than  20  per  centum  of  any  appro¬ 
priation  item  made  available  by  this  Act  shall  be  obligated 
and/or  reserved  during  the  last  two  months  of  the  fiscal 
year. 

Sec.  107.  None  of  the  funds  made  available  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  first 
sentence  of  section  400  (c)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended. 

Sec.  108.  The  appropriations  and  authority  with  respect 
thereto  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  from  July  1,  1957,  for 
the  purposes  provided  in  such  appropriations  and  authority. 
All  obligations  incurred  during  the  period  between  June  30, 
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1957,  and  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  in  anticipation 
of  such  appropriations  and  authority  are  hereby  ratified  and 
confirmed  if  in  accordance  with  the  terms  hereof. 

Sec.  109.  The  Congress  hereby  reiterates  its  opposition 

to  the  seating  in  the  United  Nations  of  the  Communist 

China  regime  as  the  representative  of  China,  and  it  is  hereby 

/ 

declared  to  be  the  continuing  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Communist  regime  in  China  has  not  demonstrated  its  will¬ 
ingness  to  fulfill  the  obligations  contained  in  the  Charter  of 
the  United  Nations  and  should  not  be  recognized  to  represent 
China  in  the  United  Nations.  In  the  event  of  the  seating  of 
representatives  of  the  Chinese  Communist  regime  in  the 
Security  Council  or  General  Assembly  of  the  United  Nations, 
the  President  is  recpiested  to  inform  the  Congress  insofar  as  is 
compatible  with  the  requirements  of  national  security,  of  the 
implications  of  this  action  upon  the  foreign  policy  of  the 
United  States  and  our  foreign  relationships,  including  that 
created  by  membership  in  the  United  Nations,  together  with 
any  recommendations  which  he  may  have  Avith  respect  to 
the  matter. 

Sec.  110.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Mutual 
Security  Appropriation  Act,  1958”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Eepresentatives  August  15,  1957. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Glerh 
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/ 


The  JSmise  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Cha^ain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.  D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Almighty  GisL  who  art  daily  blessing 
us  so  abundantly,  hear  us  as  we  now 
approach  Thy  throhe  of  grace  with  pray¬ 
ers  of  supplication  as^d  intercession. 

We  thank  Thee  that  we  may  commend 
and  commit  unto  Thy  gi;acious  provi¬ 
dence  not  only  our  own  p^sonal  and 
individual  needs  and  longing^ut  those 
of  all  the  members  of  the  humahjamily. 

Humbly  and  penitently  we  assess 
that  we  are  doing  so  little  to  makeSHie 
struggle  of  life  less  difficult  for  othM 
We  are  eager  to  get  and  possess  the  good 
things  of  life  but  reluctant  to  give  and 
to  share  them.  We  have  been  severe  in 
our  criticizing  of  our  fellow  men  but  so 
lenient  and  ^dulgent  with  ourselves. 

Forgive  us  fer  being  indifferent  to  the 
pitiful  appealS^of  the  poor  and  lowly, 
the  weary  and.feeavy  ladened,  the  wor¬ 
ried  and  anxiousf  and  the  less  privileged 
who  are  the  victims  of  adversity  and 
trying  circumstarifes. 

Grant  that  we 'may  abound  in  the 
spirit  of  charity  and  benevolence,  of 
sjrmpathy  and  servi^^,  of  kindness  and 
good  will,  and  may  we^always  be  willing 
to  bear  our  due  sharp  of  the  world’s 
burdens. 

Hear  us  in  the  nam^of  om-  blessed 
Lord.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedingSy 
terday  was  read  and  approved 


yes- 


MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  BILL,  1958 

Mr.  PASSMAN,  from  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  reported  the  bill 
(H.  R.  9302)  making  appropriations  for 
mutual  security  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30, 1958,  and  for  other  purposes, 
which  was  read  a  first  and  second  time 
and,  with  the  accompanying  papers,  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  and  or¬ 
dered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  TABER  reserved  all  points  of 
order. 


VETERANS’  ADMINISTRATION 
HOSPITALS 

(Mr.  CHRISTOPHER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.  ) 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
is  reliably  reported  here  in  the  Nation’s 
Capital  that  there  are  8,000  deactivated 
beds  in  the  Veterans’  Administration 
hospitals  over  the  United  States.  Many 
of  these  beds  cannot  be  activated  because 
of  lack  of  funds.  It  is  also  estimated 
that  on  any  given  day  there  are  50,000 
ill  and  ailing  veterans  in  need  of  imme^ 
diate  hospitalization  who  are  unable 
ecure  admission  to  VA  hospitals. 

hese  are  the  men  who  honoral^ wore 
theSmiform  of  our  armed  ser\dCes,  who 
offerelijiheir  lives  and  bodies/£o  protect 
the  freedom  and  integrits^f  this  Na¬ 
tion.  WeSare  informed/^hat  to  hos¬ 
pitalize  all  l^ese  veterans  would  not  be 
in  accord  witlryhe  prjigram  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent;  yet,  accoming  to  the  August  14 
issue  of  the  Christian  Science  Monitor, 
House  Republi<(an  Leader  Joseph  W. 
Martin  has  framed  the  Congress  of  a 
possibility ^  a  special  sessmn  this  fall  if 
the  forei^-aid  program  is  wn-tailed. 

The,«ouse  and  Senate  has  authorized 
$3,3^,000,000  for  the  foreign-aid  pro¬ 
gram  for  1958,  and  amounts  va^jusly 
timated  at  from  $55  billion  to  $6(n(ijl- 
lion  of  the  taxpayers’  money  have  alreai 
been  spent  on  this  program. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  should  be  a  little  more  concerned 
with  the  welfare  of  the  sick  and  ailing 
veterans  than  with  a  program  designed 
to  continue 'to  dissipate  our  resources  all 
over  the  world. 


AMENDMENT  OF  NATURAL  GAS  ACT 

(Mr.  TOLLEFSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  TOLLEFSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  nat¬ 
ural  gas  is  being  piped  into  the  State  of 
Washington,  and  its  people  are  begin¬ 
ning  to  be  concerned  about  legislation 
pending  before  Congress  which  would 
exempt  producers  of  natural  gas  from 
effective  price  regulation. 


The  daily  press  has  carp^  news  items 
quoting  the  Speaker  o^  the  House  as 
stating  that  H.  R.  85^,  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Natural  Gas  AcJ>f  will  not  be  consid¬ 
ered  by  the  House^during  this  session  of 
Congress.  I  tru^t  that  this  proves  to  be 
a  fact.  Furtliermore,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
trust  that,  should  the  bill  be  considered 
by  the  H^se  during  either  this  session 
or  the^xt,  the  Members  will  reject  it. 

passage  of  the  bill  which  seeks  to 
exempt  producers  of  natural  gas  from 
^effective  price  regulation  under  the  Nat¬ 
ural  Gas  Act  could  cost  consumers  as 
much  as  $1  billion  annually.  The  nat¬ 
ural  gas  business  is  a  monopoly.  The 
public  interest  requires  regulation  of  it 
just  as  is  required  for  telephone,  electric, 
and  water  services.  All  are  treated  as 
public  utilities,  and  natural  gas  should 
be  included.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  has 
been  so  treated  and  regulated  under  the 
Natural  Gas  Act  for  a  number  of  years. 

If  the  pending  measure  is  approved, 
the  29  million  families  using  natural  gas 
would  have  to  pay  higher  prices  because 
the  bill  would  destroy  effective  regula¬ 
tion  of  them.  It  is  self-evident,  it  seems 
to  me,  that  the  passage  of  the  bill  would 
result  in  higher  prices.  Otherwise,  why 
are  the  producers  supporting  the  meas¬ 
ure? 

The  proponents  of  the  bill  take  the 
)sition  that  present  regulation  under 
tlibv^Natural  Gas  Act  will  destroy  incen¬ 
tive  to  bring  more  wells  into  production. 
Past  CTmerience  indicates  otherv/ise. 
Producersvfiave  been  under  the  regula¬ 
tions  of  theSNatural  Gas  Act  for  years 
without  injury*^  the  industry.  The  in¬ 
dustry  is  boomin8;.^and  profits  are  at  an 
alltime  high.  Disbqyeries  of  new  sup¬ 
plies  are  at  an  allhme  high,  as  are 
present  reserve  supplied 

The  industry  has  a  27%^ercent  de¬ 
pletion  allowance  as  an  incentive.  Fur- 
thennore,  the  Federal  Power  commis¬ 
sion  has  ample  authority  to  grant^such 
increases  as  might  be  warranted  in^e 
future  and  to  encourage  new  exploratiC 
and  development. 
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CONA^ANCE  to  new  YORK  OF 

CERTAIN  RIGHTS  AT  FORT 

SCHUYL^IR 

The  SPBAKER.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  LlVLr. 
Vinson 1 .  \ 

Mr.  VINSONv  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4609)  to 
further  amend  the  \ct  entitled  “An  act 
to  authorize  the  conv^ance  of  a  portion 
of  the  United  States  military  reservation 
at  Fort  Schuyler,  N.  to  the  State 
of  New  York  for  use  aii^  a  maritime 
school,  and  for  other  purposes,”  ap¬ 
proved  September  5,  1950,  ak  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  £lf^e  bill. 

Mr.  ARENGS.  Reserving  thesfight  to 
object,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  shall  hot,  be¬ 
cause  this  matter  came  out  of  ourlcom- 
mittee,  I  think  the  gentleman  rtom 
Georgia  should  make  a  brief  statem^t 
in  explanation  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the’ 
United  States  conveyed  26  acres  to  the 
State  of  New  York  in  1950  for  use  as  a 
maritime  school  and  historical  monu¬ 
ment.  The  city  of  New  York  proposes 
to  build  a  bridge  between  Queens  and 
the  Bronx  with  one  portion  of  the  sup¬ 
ports  to  be  erected  within  this  26  acres. 
Since  this  is  a  use  other  than  for  a  mari¬ 
time  and  historic  monument,  legislation 
is  necessary  to  insure  that  title  to  the 
property  would  not  revert  to  the  United 
States  by  reason  of  this  use.  The  bill 
does  not  convey  any  property  but  merely 
excludes  about  5^/2  acres  from  the  re¬ 
versionary  rights  which  the  United 
States  has.  This  bill  does  not  involve 
the  expenditure  of  any  funds. 

The  other  26  acres  of  Fort  Schuyler 
were  transferred  in  1956  from  the  Army 
to  the  Navy.  The  Navy  had  been  using 
the  property  since  1942,  first  for  indoc¬ 
trination  school  and  later  for  reserve 
training. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  ? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Cleik, 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  first  section^of 
the  act  entitled  “An  act  to  authorize^ the 
conveyance  of  a  portion  of  the  Unite(^tates 
military  reservation  at  Port  Schuyl^  N.  'Jft, 
to  the  State  of  New  York  for  use  as  a  rr^l- 
time  school,  and  for  other  punposes,”  ap¬ 
proved  September  5.  1950  {Pujfiic  Ijdv  755, 
81st  Cong.) ,  as  amended  July  uf,  19^(Public 
Law  559,  82d  Cong.),  is  hejAy  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  “That  tlyr Secjetary  of  the 
Army  is  authorized  to  convey  to'  the  people  of 
the  State  of  New  York  ^  thfiffportion  of  the 
United  States  mllitaj^y  re*(ervatlon  at  Fort 
Schuyler;  in  the  ^rou^  and  county  of 
Bronx  in  the  cit^ of.^liew  York,  State  of 
New  York,  together  ^ith  all  improvements 
thereon,  bounds  ahd  described  as  follows, 
to  wit;  Com^nclng  at  a  point  (latitude  40 
degrees  48  ^mites  23  seconds  north;  longi¬ 
tude  73  de^q|R  47  minutes  52  seconds  west) 
fixed  on  ift^outh  sea  wall  which  is  approxi- 
mately^5:8  feet  westerly  from  an  angle  in 
said  s^  wall  and  running  thence  in  a  north- 
direction  592.5  feet,  more  or  less,  to  a 
the  north  sea  wall  which  is  approxl- 
ly  196.5  feet  westerly  from  an  angle  in 
th?  north  sea  wall  (said  line  running  along 
the  easterly  edge  of  a  concrete  curb  for  an 
18-foot  concrete  road  running  in  a  northeast¬ 


erly  and  southwesterly  direction):  thence 
continuing  in  the  same  course  to  the  point 
where  said  line  intersects  the  northerly  ex¬ 
terior  line  of  a  grant  of  lands  under  water 
made  by  the  State  of  New  York  to  the  United 
States  of  America  by  letters  patent  dated  May 
26,  1880,  and  recorded  in  the  office  of  the 
secretary  of  state  of  the  State  of  New  York  in 
book  44  of  patents  at  page  604;  thence  run¬ 
ning  easterly,  southerly,  and  westerly  along 
the  exterior  northerly,  easterly,  and  southerly 
line  of  said  grant  to  a  point  in  the  exterior 
southerly  line  thereof  which  is  in  range  with 
the  course  first  above  described:  thence  run¬ 
ning  in  a  northeasterly  direction  to  the  point 
and  place  of  beginning,  intending  to  Include 
within  said  bounds  a  portion  of  the  uplands 
which  were  conveyed  by  William  Bayard,  Jr., 
and  Charles  Henry  Hammond  to  the  United 
States  of  America  by  deed  dated  July  26, 
1826,  and  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  clerk 
of  the  county  of  Westchester,  N.  Y.,  on  No¬ 
vember  30,  1826,  in  liber  28  of  deeds  at  page 
225,  and  by  Charles  H.  Hammond  and  Thomas 
Bolton,  one  of  the  masters  in  chancery  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  to  the  United  States  of 
America  by  deed  dated  August  25,  1828,  and 
.  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 
county  of  Westchester,  N.  Y..  on  December  11, 
1828,  in  'liber  33  of  deeds  at  page  296,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  portion  of  contiguous  lands 
undV  water  which  were  granted  by  the  State 
of  NeW  York  to  the  United  States  of  Amern  ' 
by  lett^s  patent  dated  May  26,  1880,  an^^e- 
corded  iri  the  office  of  the  secretary  of yftate 
of  the  Smte  of  New  York  in  boo^^4  of 
patents  atXpage  604;  together  wiO^  docks, 
piers,  and  other  appurtenances/ together 
with  such  ea^ments  for  highv/  or  other 
purposes,  over  mat  portion  of  /ch  reserva¬ 
tion  which  is  nM  herein  aiHinorized  to  be 
conveyed  to  the  pKpple  of  /e  State  of  New 
York,  as  may  be  necessary /or  the  proper  use 
and  enjoyment  of  thevnt/ion  so  conveyed  as 
may  be  determined  by  agreement  between  the 
Secretary  of  the  Na/lmd  the  appropriate 
officials  of  the  State^f  nW  York.’ 

Sec.  2.  -Section  3/of  the  ^t  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows; 

“Sec.  2.  Sucl/onveyance  shkH  contain  the 
express  provi/)n  th^  if  the  ^ate  of  New 
York  shall  /il^to  ijifiintaln  so  nmeh  of  the 
military  s/icturesfC'and  appurten^ces  pres¬ 
ently  ere^ed,  which  formerly  constituted  the 
old  fo/  as  a  historical  monument  xeason- 
ably  /ailable  to  the  public,  and  if  the’^tate 
of  /w  York  shall  at  any  time  cease  towse 
tiyf  property  so  conveyed  as  a  maritupe 
wiool,  devoted  exclusively  to  purposes 
Aiautlcal  education,  title  thereto  shall  revert' 
to  the  United  States:  Provided,  however. 
That  the  construction,  operation,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  reconstruction  of  a  bridge  by  the 
State  of  New  York  or  pursuant  to  the  laws 
of  said  State  between  the  Borough  of  the 
Bronx  and  the  Borough  of  Queens  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  located  on,  over,  or  across 
said  military  structures  and  appurtenances 
or  on,  over,  or  across  all  or  any  part  of  the 
lands  described  in  section  1  of  this  act  shall 
not  constitute  a  breach  of  condition  or  any 
ground  for  reversion  to  the  United  States  of 
the  title  to  said  lands.  Such  conveyance 
shall  also  provide  that  in  the  event  that  ti¬ 
tle  to  said  lands  shall  revert  to  the  United 
States,  the  State  of  New  York  or  any  public 
corporation,  authorized  pursuant  to  the  laws 
of  said  State  to  construct,  operate,  main¬ 
tain,  or  reconstruct  such  bridge,  shall  have 
and  is  granted  an  easement  in  perpetuity  to 
construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  recon¬ 
struct  such  bridge  on,  over,  and  across  said 
military  structures  and  appurtenances  and 
on,  over,  or  across  said  lands.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  3  of  the  act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  3.  Such  conveyance  shall  contain  the 
further  provision  that  during  any  emergency 
declared  by  the  President  or  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  in  existence  at  the  time 
of  enactment  of  this  act,  or  whenever  the 


President  or  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  declares  a  state  of  war  or  other  na¬ 
tional  emergency,  and  upon  the  determlmw 
tion  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the  Sy£- 
retary  of  the  Navy,  or  the  Secretary  of/he 
Air  Force  that  the  property  so  conve/d  is 
useful  for  military,  air,  or  naval  purnroes  or 
in  the  Interest  of  national  defejifee,  the 
United  States  shall  have  the  rig^T  without 
charge,  except  as  indicated  belowf  to  the  full 
unrestricted  possession,  control  and  use  of 
the  property  conveyed,  or  any  part  thereof. 
Including  any  additions  improvements 
thereto  made  by  the  Staito  subsequent  to 
this  conveyance:  Provided,  however.  That 
the  United  States  shal/e  responsible  during 
the  period  of  such  u/ for  the  entire  cost  of 
maintaining  all  of  /e  property  so  used,  and 
shall  pay  a  fair  jwital  for  thd  use  of  any 
structures  or  Q(fner  improvements  which 
have  been  ad/d  thereto  without  Federal 
aid:  And  provided  further.  That  such  right 
to  possessio/ control,  or  use  shall  not  apply 
to  that  pojrtion  of  the  property  described  in 
section  Dof  this  act  bn,  over,  or  across  which 
the  bri/e  referred  to  in  section  2  of  this  act 
shall  Jpe  located  or  to  such  bridge  or  to  any 
stn/ures  or  improvements  used  or  useful 
ii^monnection  therewith  and  with  respect 
lereto  the  United  States  shall  have  only 
Such  right  as  it  may  have  with  respect  to 
other  property  not  owned  by  the  United 
States.” 

Sec.  4.  The  act  is  amended  by  adding 
thereto  a  new  section,  numbered  6,  reading 
as  follows: 

“Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  and  directed  to  incorporate 
the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  act  in  any 
conveyance  made  by  him  or,  if  a  conveyance 
has  been  made  by  him  prior  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  this  act,  he  shall  make,  execute,  and 
deliver  an  appropriate  written  instrument 
amending  such  conveyance  to  conform  to 
the  provisions  of  this  act.” 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments: 

On  page  4,  strike  the  proviso  beginning  on 
line  13  and  ending  on  page  5,  line  5,  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following;  "Pro¬ 
vided,  however.  That  it  shall  not  constitute  a 
breach  of  condition  nor  any  ground  for 
reversion  to  the  United  States  of  the  title 
to  said  lands  if  a  bridge  and  viaduct  ap¬ 
proach  with  its  supports  shall  be  constructed, 
operated,  maintained,  and  reconstructed  by 
the  State  of  New  York  or  pursuant  to  the 
laws  of  said  State  between  the  borough  of 
the  Bronx  and  the  borough  of  Queens  in  the 
Vity  of  New  York,  over  or  across  that  part  of 
The  lands  described  in  section  1  of  this  act 
bonded  and  described  as  follows,  to  wit: 
Begipning  at  a  point  distant  975  feet,  more 
or  le^  easterly  from  the  point  of  commence¬ 
ment  ^  the  portion  of  the  United  States 
militar^ reservation  at  Fort  Schuyler  con¬ 
veyed  by\he  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  the 
people  of  me  State  of  New  York  described 
in  section  iVof  this  act,  measured  along  a 
line  at  right  angles  to  the  first  course  of  the 
above  conveyance  (which  line  is  hereinafter 
called  ‘line  A’)  ^d  (1)  running  thence  in 
a  northerly  direc^n  on  a  line  making  an 
angle  of  61  degreesS^more  or  less  with  said 
'line  A’  a  distance  orS965  feet,  more  or  less, 
to  its  intersection  withSttie  northerly  exterior 
line  of  the  above-meiWoned  conveyance: 
(2)  thence  running  eastmy  along  the  said 
northerly  exterior  line  of  sadd  conveyance  a 
distance  of  205  feet,  more  oriess;  (3)  thence 
running  southerly  along  a  liii^200  feet  dis¬ 
tant  from  and  parallel  to  coursW  (1)  hereof, 
a  distance  of  1,285  feet,  more  o^dess,  to  its 
intersection  with  the  southerly  eAerior  line 
of  the  above-mentioned  conveyartee;  (4) 
thence  running  westerly  along  tm»  said 
southerly  exterior,  line  of  the  above-taen- 
tioned  conveyance  a  distance  of  105  leet, 
more  or  less,  to  an  angle  point  in  the  sou^- 
erly  exterior  line  of  the  above-mentioned 
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■5  continuing  westerly 
ly  exterior  line  of  the 
Byance  a  distance  of 
(6)  thence  running 
200  feet  distant  frona 
!  (3)  hereof  and  in 
of  course  (1)  hereof 
more  or  less,  to  the 
inning:  Intending  to 
rnds  an  area  200  feet 
;he  northerly  to  the 
of  the  portion  of  the 
^reservation  at  Port 
Schuyler  conveyed  by  t^e  Secretary  of  the 
Army  to  the  people  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  but  excluding  therefkpm  any  military 
buildings  and  structures  and  the  land  upon 
which  the  same  are  presentlyNprected  which 
formerly  constituted  the  old  \fort.  Such 
conveyance  shall  also  provide  ^at  in  the 
event  that  title  to  said  lands  shalk  revert  to 
the  United  States,  the  State  of  libw  York 
or  any  public  corporation  authoriz^ij  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  laws  of  said  State  to  conduct, 
operate,  maintain,  or  reconstruct  such 
bridge,  shall  have  and  is  granted  an  eaSe- 
.  ment  in  perpetuity  to  construct,  operate, 
maintain,  and  reconstruct  such  bridge  onX 
over,  and  across  said  military  structures  and 
appurtenances  and  on,  over,  or  across  said 
lands.” 

On  page  6,  strike  the  proviso  beginning 
on  line  1  and  ending  on  line  9  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “And  provided 
further.  That  such  right  to  possession,  con¬ 
trol,  or  use  shall  not  apply  to  the  property 
described  in  section  2  of  this  act  or  to  such 
bridge  or  to  any  structures  or  improvements 
used  or  useful  in  connection  therewith,  and 
with  respect  thereto  the  United  States  shall 
have  only  such  right  as  it  may  have  with 
respect  to  other  property  not  owned  by  the 
United  States.” 

The  committee  amendments  were^ 
agreed  to.  / 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engross^ 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  th^d 
time  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to /re¬ 
consider  was  laid  on  the  table.  / 


VITAL  LEGISLATION  NECESSARY 

(Mr.  BECKER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remaj'ks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Spea^r,  I  rise  at 
this  time  to  ask  a  very  fair  Question,  and 
one  that  I  believe  is  of  t^  utmost  im¬ 
portance  to  the  American  people  and 
that  is.  Why  have  we  n^t  legislation  on 
the  floor  of  this  House  to  correct  the  ad¬ 
verse  effect  of  the  Supreme  Court  deci¬ 
sion  on  disclosure  of  ^I  files  to  criminal 
trial  defendants? 

Why  is  there  no^legislation  presented 
to  this  House  to  ^ffset  the  decisions  of 
the  Supreme  Cou/t  in  reference  to  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  c^victed  Communists  in 
California  to  /prevent  this  happening 
again? 

I  want  to/inject  here  a  part  of  the 
te^imony  m  a  New  York  policewoman, 
testifying  ^efore  the  Senate  Internal  Se¬ 
curity  Sulscommittee  to  the  effect  that — 

The  Colmnunist  Party  has  been  given  a  re- 
vitallziM  shot  in  the  arm  by  the  Supreme 
Court’S/uecision  overturning  the  convictions 
of  Camornla  Communist  Party  leaders  and 
by  ot^er  court  rulings. 

There  has  been  much  legislation  com¬ 
ing  before  the  House  in  recent  days, 
lathing,  hov/ever,  touches  the  magnitude 
pi  the  feelings  of  the  American  people 
/more  than  the  necessary  legislation  I 
/  have  cited  above.  There  is  no  doubt  that 


we  are  in  the  closing  days  of  this  sess^n 
and  I,  for  one,  do  not  like  the  thoi^t 
of  an  adjournment  before  legislation  is 
enacted  making  certain  that  convicted 
Communists  will  be  jailed  and  to  mevent 
the  disclosure  of  the  files  of  that^reatest 
of  all  organizations,  the  Feders^ Bureau 
of  Investigation, 

If  there  has  been  security  i^f  our  coun¬ 
try  and  this  security  is  to  c/ntinue,  the 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  is  the 
only  responsible  organization  capable  of 
continuing  internal  security  for  the 
American  people.  I  callmpon  the  chair¬ 
men  and  members  of  thfe  respective  com¬ 
mittees  to  present  legislation  at  once, 
and  I  feel  certain  all  ^  the  people  of  the 
United  States  wouliy  rejoice  at  such  ac¬ 
tion.  Certainly,  th/re  would  be  no  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  passage  in  both  Houses  and  no 
further  time  sho^W  be  lost, 

COF  THE  HOUSE 

of  Indiana.  Mr.  Speaker, 
it  of  order  that  a  quorum 

R.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 

'.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
e. 

House  was  ordered. 

Cleric  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol- 
lowtog  Meiii^ers  failed  to  answer  to 
tbeir  names: 

I^oll  No.  196] 

Hiest^d 
Hilling 
HollfledV 
Holtzmam 
Kelley,  Pa. 


ilger 
^Anfu.so 
Baker 
Barden 
Baumhart 
Beamer 
Bentley 
Browne  on 
Buckley 
Bush 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Engle 

George 

Gordon 

Gray 

Hays.  Ohio 


Kelly,  N.  Y.' 
Kllburn 
Krueger 
Lennon 
Long 

McConnell 

McCormack 

McGregor 

Madden 

Mailliard 

Mason 


May 
Merrow 
Miller,  N.  Y. 
Morgan 
Morrison 
Powell 
Preston 
Prouty 

■'vRobsion,  Ky. 
l^herer 
Sremlnski 
suer 

Smith,  Va. 
TayloB. 
Whlterter 
WillianAN.  Y. 


The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall'^78 
Members  have  answered  to  their  nam6^ 
a  quorum.  b 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with.  .  .1  i.w 


MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRI¬ 
ATIONS,  1958 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9302)  making  appropri¬ 
ations  for  mutual  security  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other 
purposes;  and  pending  that  motion,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
general  debate  on  the  bill  be  limited  to  3 
hours,  one-half  of  the  time  to  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Taber]  and  one-half  by  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Loui¬ 
siana? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  may  I  ask 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  whether 
that  is  in  agreement  with  the  ranking 
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minority  Member,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr,  Taber]? 

'  Mr.  PASSMAN.  That  agreement  was 
,  approved  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
;  York  [Mr.  Taber]. 

:  Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker. 

.  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
;  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Loui¬ 
siana  [Mr.  Passman]? 

There  was  no  objection. 

I  The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
!  the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consid.. 

:  eration  of  the  bill,  H.  R.  9302,  with  Mr. 

;  Mills  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Fortunately  the  rules  of  the  House  will 
not  permit  magicians  to  come  on  the 
floor  while  we  are  considering  legisla¬ 
tion.  It  may  be  that  before  the  debate 
is  over  some  of  you  will  think  that  the 
magicians  have  been  in  and  have  left 
some  tricks,  because  there  may  be  an  at¬ 
tempt  made  to  pull  certain  tricks  out  of 
the  hat  and  use  certain  figures  that  are 
positively  not  in  keeping  with  the  record. 

May  I  assure  you  at  the  outset  that 
every  figure  and  statement  that  I  use 
today  in  defense  of  what  the  committee 
has  reported  out  will  be  based  upon 
justifications  and  certified  statements 
submitted  to  us  by  many  witnesses  who 
appeared  before  our  committee. 

I  would  also  like  to  state — and  cer¬ 
tainly  I  would  not  want  to  offend  anyone, 
but  so  that  you  may  have  some  under¬ 
standing  of  the  difficult  job  with  which 
this  committee  is  confronted,  this  is  the 
most  difficult  bill  to  write  and  report  and 
defend  that  any  Member  ever  had  any¬ 
thing  to  do  with.  Never  has  so  much 
pressure  been  exerted  to  indicate  a  pic¬ 
ture  different  from  that  which  actually 
exists.  Yesterday  afternoon,  before  this 
subcommittee  even  marked  up  the  bill 
to  make  these  recommendations  for  your 
consideration,  the  newspapers  hit  the 
streets  and  said,  ‘‘The  President ..w.arns^, 
of  extra  session.  Will  recall  Congress  if*' 
aid  is  cut.” 

That  is  the  caption.  That  indicates 
what  we  are  confronted  with  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  getting  into  a 
discussion  of  the  mutual  security  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  fiscal  1958,  I  would  like 
to  pay  tribute  to  my  able  and  distin¬ 
guished  colleagues  who  serve  on  the  For¬ 
eign  Operations  Subcommittee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations.  The  members  are  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Cannon], 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Gary],  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Rooney],  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Lanham],  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Natcher],  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Denton],  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Alexander],  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Taber],  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  WigglesworthI,  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ford], 
and  the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Miller], 
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Particularly  do  I  wish  to  pay  special 
tribute  to  the  able  and  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Gary], 
whose  understanding  of  the  complex 
foreign-aid  program  is  second  to  none. 
Not  only  is  he  able,  but  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  is  completely  sincere  and 
uncompromising  with  right  regardless  of 
the  pressure  or  flattery  emanating  from 
newspapers  or  other  sources.  He  is  nei¬ 
ther  easily  frightened  by  threats  nor  per¬ 
suaded  by  flattery.  I  especially  refer  to 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Gary]  here  because  he  has  been  my 
chairman  on  another  subcommittee  for 
9  years,  and  he  is  my  predecessor  as 
chairman  on  this  subcommittee. 

Mr.,  CANFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  I  concur  in  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  tribute  to  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  handling  the  Treasury- 
Post  Office  appropriation.  Mr.  Gary  is 
all  that  the  gentleman  says  he  is. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

So  when  the  gentleman  speaks  later 
today,  if  you  are  inclined  to  discount 
anything  that  I  say,  you  certainly  should 
not  discount  anything  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Gary]  might  have  to  say. 

I  should  like  also  to  pay  special  tribute 
to  other  members  of  the  subcommittee 
who  supported  me,  as  chairman,  whole¬ 
heartedly  and  steadfastly  in  every  point 
in  which  they  regarded  my  position  as 
justified  by  the  facts.  That  is  why  the 
bill  now  before  you  is  one  which,  in  my 
opinion,  is  the  best  bill  which  could  be 
reported  by  the  subcommittee  imder  the 
circumstances,  and  a  bill  of  such  nature 
as  is  desired  by  the  majority  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress. 

As  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Operations 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations,  I  speak 
concerning  this  program  of  foreign  aid 
upon  the  basis  of  facts  and  figures  pain¬ 
fully  extracted  through  toil  and  sweat 
from  the  many  witnesses,  some  of  whom 
were  almost  belligerent,  who  appeared 
before  our  subcommittee  during  a  period 
which  extended  from  April  2  through 
July  12. 

Therefore,  I  shall  submit  my  case  to 
the  membership,  relying  with  confidence 
upon  sound  conclusions  and  wise  deci¬ 
sions  on  the  basis  of  facts  established 
and  brought  to  light  during  the  hearings 
on  the  bill  before  you.  It  would  not  be 
amiss  for  me  to  note  here,  however, 
that  there  has  probably  never  been  de¬ 
vised  in  our  Nation  a  more  actively 
functioning  propaganda  machine  than 
the  one  which  is  operated  by  the  advo¬ 
cates  of  a  free-spending  foreign-aid  pro¬ 
gram.  There  are  powerful  pressure 
groups  pushing  this  program,  seeking 
spending  far  in  excess  of  the  needs 
justifiable  by  the  facts  of  record. 

Large  numbers  of  our  highest  paid 
bureaucrats  and  their  subordinates  are 
working  without  letup  to  convince  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  and  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  that  the  foreign-aid  program  is  indis¬ 
pensable,  and  that  ever  more  funds  are 
required  to  support  it.  Representatives 
of  numerous  foreign  nations  are  exert¬ 
ing  extreme  efforts  to  influence  larger 


contributions  for  their  particular  coun¬ 
tries.  And,  disappointing  as  it  certainly 
is,  many  of  our  own  Nation’s  big  business 
firms,  with  profitable  contracts  through 
the  program,  are  strong  advocates  of 
everlasting,  bigger  spending  foreign 
aid. 

There  are  87  nations  in  the  world,  and 
so  great  has  been  the  propaganda  and 
the  pressure  for  a  more  widespread,  com¬ 
plex,  and  confusing  program  of  foreign 
aid  on  the  part  of  the  United  States, 
that  there  are  now  in  the  program,  past 
and  present,  funds  for  67  members  of 
the  world  of  nations.  Furthermore,  be¬ 
fore  the  ink  is  hardly  dry  on  the  bill  that 
you  shall  pass  for  this  program,  3 
additional  nations  will  be  added  to  the 
total,  increasing  the  number  of  recipients 
to  70  nations.  With  the  United  States 
as  the  donor,  only  16  nations  in  all  the 
world  will  not  be  receiving  some  type  of 
aid  under  the  program. 

My  colleagues,  I  ask  you  to  study  care¬ 
fully  the  chart  which  is  shown  here,  to 
ascertain  for  yourselves  that  we  are  ap¬ 
propriating  money  to  Communist  na¬ 
tions,  to  dictatorships,  and  to  other  na¬ 
tions  we  cannot  actually  rely  upcn  as 
friends.  On  this  chart  is  listed  one  na¬ 
tion  or  more  to  whom  we  offered  aid  and 
received,  in  effect,  this  reply:  “Yes,  we 
are  ready  to  be  bought  or  bribed,  but 
your  offer  is  too  low.  Raise  it  to  this 
figure,  and  we  shall  do  business  with 
you.’’ 

The  time  has  come  when  we  must  deal 
with  this  program  realistically.  Whether 
we  are  going  to  cast  aside  principle,  and 
meet  the  bid,  only  time  will  tell. 

I  have  learned  through  11  years  of  ex¬ 
perience  in  this  body  that  in  many  in¬ 
stances  Members  of  Congress  are  asked 
to  support  a  program  and  appropriate 
money  on  faith;  and  when  faith  fails, 
then  the  element  of  fear  is  brought  into 
play.  That  is  why  I  am  so  very  anxious 
now  for  your  careful  consideration  of 
what  the  committee  has  reported  and 
recommended  on  the  basis  of  well  sub¬ 
stantiated  facts  and  figures.  And  I  will 
ask  you  to  give  no  consideration  to  any¬ 
thing  that  I  might  say  unless  I  can  sub¬ 
stantiate  my  claim  with  facts  and  certi¬ 
fied  figures. 

.  The  Congress,  the  executive  branch, 
and  the  American  people  were  somewhat 
skeptical  of  the  foreign-aid  program  from 
its  inception.  Therefore,  the  program 
was  started  in  1948  with  considerable 
caution.  The  Congress  determined  that 
the  authorization  for  the  program  should 
be  granted  1  year  at  a  time.  None 
thought  that  the  program  would  exceed 
a  period  of  4  or  5  years,  at  the  most,  or 
that  the  total  costs  would  go  to  as  much 
as,  perhaps,  $15  billion  or  $16  billion.  But, 
instead,  the  program  has  been  in  effect 
9  years,  and  our  appropriations  for  the 
single  foreign-aid  program  as  carried  in 
the  bill  handled  by  the  Foreign  Opera¬ 
tions  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
have  already  exceeded  $45  billion. 

If  you  consider  the  other  expenditures 
of  the  Defense  Department  and  put  them 
together,  the  total  exceeds  $50  billion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  after  the  first  2  years 
of  this  program  it  began  to  get  more 
difficult  to  sell  the  American  people  in 
the  Congress  on  the  idea  it  was  accom- 
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plishing  its  objectives;  therefore,  the  po¬ 
litical  medicine  men  in  the  executive 
branch  decided  they  could  overcome  a 
reluctant  Congress  by  doing  two  things. 
First,  present  the  program  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  consideration  late  in  the  ses¬ 
sion,  so  there  would  be  insufficient  time 
for  careful  and  clear  consideration  of 
the  request. 

If  I  am  accused  later  of  using  pres¬ 
sure  methods  on  getting  this  bill  out,  let 
me  remind  you  it  is  now  August  15,  we 
are  getting  ready  to  adjourn  this  Con¬ 
gress,  yet  we  only  received  the  authoriz¬ 
ing  legislation  yesterday  afternoon  after 
4  o’clock.  So,  who  can  accuse  me  of 
rushing  this  bill  through  when  you  did 
not  give  us  adequate  time  to  study  the 
bill  and  bring  it  to  the  floor?  The  pres¬ 
sure  is  from  downtown  in  withholding 
facts  and  in  withholding  this  bill  so  as 
to  stampede  the  Congress  in  the  closing 
days  of  the  session  to  appropriate  money 
they  do  not  need  and  that  they  did  not 
justify. 

They  just  changed  the  name  every 
time  it  appeared  the  taxpayers  had 
grown  weary  of  financing  some  of  these 
dream  schemes. 

May  I  at  this  point  respectfully  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Members  of  the  House  that  it 
is  wise  that  this  appropriation  should 
be  left  with  the  Foreign  Operations 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations,  the 
members  of  which  have  worked  tirelessly 
and  ceaselessly  and  diligently  to  put 
some  sense  into  the  foreign-aid  program. 

By  consolidating  fiscal  years  1956  and 
1957,  for  one  illustration,  we  can  point 
to  a  saving  below  the  budget  request  in 
the  amount  of  $1,868,000,000.  And  th? 
program  was  not  hurt  thereby,  but  was 
helped. 

I  am  speaking  of  the  fiscal  year’s  1956 
and  1957  when  we  were  whipped  around, 
knocked  around,  talked  about,  and  ac¬ 
cused  of  ruining  the  program;  but  not¬ 
withstanding  that  fact  we  succeeded  in 
reducing  the  President’s  budget  by 
$1,868,000,000.  And,  lo  and  behold,  this 
year  they  had  to  admit  that  we  gave 
them  too  much  money  last  year  and 
they  returned  $538,000,000  in  military 
funds.  Those  are  the  facts. 

You  will  recall,  of  course,  that  it  was 
decided  from  downtown  that  the  great 
Fairless  committee,  composed  of  some 
of  the  best  businessmen  in  America,  be¬ 
cause  their  recommendations  did  not  in 
some  particulars  meet  with  the  approval 
of  the  executive  branch,  should  not 
appear  before  the  House  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee.  If  I  am  wrong  in  that  state¬ 
ment,  I  wish  to  be  corrected. 

I  think  it  would  be  more  in  order  now 
for  me  to  proceed  to  the  actual  facts 
and  figures  of  the  program,  because  you 
shall  base  your  vote  today  not  upon  the 
basis  of  what  I  am  saying  here  but  en¬ 
tirely  upon  the  basis  of  the  information 
submitted  by  those  people  who  appeared 
before  our  committee  in  an  attempt  to 
justify  these  large  requests.  May  I  say 
to  you  that  in  the  past,  and  I  am  sure 
this  year,  they  have  been  guilty  of  over¬ 
stating  their  needs  and  without  excep¬ 
tion  in  each  year  their  expenditures 
have  amounted  to  far  less  than  they 
said  they  would  require  in  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  session  of  Congress. 
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May  I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
in  this  bill  the  committee  is  recommend¬ 
ing  an  appropriation  of  new  funds  in 
the  amount  of  $2,524,760,000,  which  is 
a  reduction  of  $862,100,000  below  the 
authorizing  legislation  in  new  funds. 
What  we  decided  to  do  in  marking  up  the 
bill  was  to  reappropriate  $1,450,000,000 
that  would  ordinarily  lapse,  so  the  bill 
was  reduced  by  only  $80,650,000.  I  wish 
you  would  follow  me  very  carefully  so 
that  you  may  know  for  a  fact  just  ex¬ 
actly  what  is  in  this  bill.  I  assure  you 
if  I  err  one  time  in  reporting  these 
figures  I  do  not  ask  you  to  support  my 
position. 

Now,  I  wish  that  you  would  follow  me 
carefully  for  the  next  3  or  4  minutes. 
I  shall  either  make  my  case  or  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  case  in  the  next  3  or  4  minutes, 
or  it  will  not  be  made. 

We  are  recommending  for  military 
this  year  new  appropriations  in  the 
amount  of  $1,250,000,000.  We  are  re- 
appropriating  $538,800,000,  making  new 
funds  available  for  obligation  in  mili¬ 
tary  alone  of  $1,788,800,000. 

Now,  compare  these  figures  to  previous 
years.  In  1956  for  military  we  provided 
in  new  funds  $1,056,100,000.  In  fiscal 
1957  we  provided  $2,213  million.  Some 
of  the  most  distinguished  Members  of 
this  great  body  questioned,  unintention¬ 
ally.  of  course,  the  position  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana.  They  said,  “You 
ruined  the  program.”  They  said,  “Let 
us  get  through  with  this  and  rush  it  over 
to  the  other  body  where  they  can  correct 
our  errors.”  In  politics  you  develop  a 
thick  hide.  I  did  not  resent  that  state¬ 
ment.  I  knew  that  history  would  prove 
my  figures  to  be  correct  and  accurate. 
What  actually  happened?  They  came 
back  this  year  and  said,  “Yes,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  we  admit  we  overstated  our  needs. 
You  gave  us  more  money  than  we 
needed.”  Even  Mr.  Hollister,  a  very  able 
man,  said  so.  The  record  speaks  for 
itself. 

So,  what  happened?  Out  of  the 
$2,113  million  we  gave  them  last  year, 
when  we  had  ruined  the  program  accord¬ 
ing  to  certain  individuals,  what  hap¬ 
pened?  They  confessed  hmnbly  and 
said,  “Forgive  us.  You  gave  us  $538,- 
800,000  more  than  we  could  spend.” 

Let  us  go  into  the  category  of  obliga¬ 
tions,  because  they  must  be  considered 
now.  I  have  mentioned  appropria¬ 
tions.  Obligations  for  fiscal  1956  for 
military  were  $848,920,000.  Now,  what 
happened  in  fiscal  1957,  the  year  we  were 
accused  of  ruining  the  military  program? 
They  were  able  to  obligate  only  $1,674,- 
200,000.  Those  figui'es  are  accurate,  my 
friends. 

Now,  let  U3  go  to  another  category,  and 
you  must  consider  them  all;  otherwise 
your  judgment  would  not  be  well 
founded. 

Expenditures:  1956,  $2,572  million  for 
military.  Fiscal  1957,  $2,319  million  for 
miUtary.  In  1958  they  said,  “Well,  the 
program  now  is  going  down.  We  admit 
that  we  will  spend  less  money.  We  will 
need  only  $2.2  billion  for  military.” 

Now,  what  are  the  figures?  We  repre¬ 
sent  170  million  American  taxpayers  who 
are  going  to  finance  this  program.  If 
you  adopt  the  bill  before  you  at  this  time, 
you  will  have  in  military  for  new  obliga¬ 


tions  and  expenditures  $5,512  million. 
While  this  is  being  repetitious,  it  is  worth 
it.  They  say  that  they  can  spend  only 
$2.2  billion,  but  with  the  new  funds  they 
are  going  to  have  money  available  in  the 
amoimt  of  $5,512  million.  Taking  into 
account  their  own  figures  and  the  fact 
that  in  the  past  they  have  overstated 
what  they  would  spend,  even  so  they  will 
have  sufficient  funds  to  carry  the  pro¬ 
gram  on  for  2y2  years. 

Now,  how  can  any  person,  regardless 
of  his  position,  take  a  valid  stand  that 
we  have  crippled  the  program? 

May  I  respectfully  direct  this  to  your 
attention:  The  mutual  security  program 
does  not  have  contacts  with  outside 
manufacturers.  They  procure  fi’om  the 
Defense  Department,  and  rightfully  so, 
of  course.  And,  on  what  basis?  I  cannot 
afford  to  mention  for  the  record  for  fear 
of  misunderstanding,  and  you  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs 
should  appreciate  my  fairness,  but  let  me 
state  it -this  way;  What  is  the  lead  time? 
The  time  you  can  get  it  off  the  produc¬ 
tion  line  and  put  it  on  the  boat.  As  to 
77  percent  of  this  military,  your  lead 
time  is  about  90  days.  These  people 
have  been  so  accustomed  to  coming 
down  here  and  bluffing  and  frightening 
the  Congress  into  giving  them  money 
they  do  not  need  that  it  just  burns  them 
up  to  see  some  sense  put  into  this 
program. 

Let  us  go  over  to  another  program. 
That  is  defense  support.  Do  not  be  mis¬ 
led  by  that  term,  “defense  support.”  It 
is  economic  aid,  just  as  any  of  the  other 
aid  programs.  We  give  those  countries 
the  military  money,  we  give  them  the  air 
bases,  and  then  we  give  them  defense 
support,  with  which  money  they  can 
build  roads,  buy  materials,  purchase  any¬ 
thing  they  may  need.  It  is  a  direct  aid 
to  their  economy.  In  that  particular 
item  they  started  with  $900  million. 
The  other  body  put  the  figure  at  $800 
million.  Tire  House  put  it  down  to  $500 
million;  but  after  some  discussion,  the 
House  went  to  $600  million  and  the  bill 
went  to  conference.  I  do  not  like  to  use 
the  word  “capitulate”;  it  has  an  un¬ 
pleasant  connotation.  So  let  us  say  that 
our  friends  from  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs  decided  to  recede  on 
$150  million,  so  they  gave  them  $750 
million  for  this  newly  singled  out  item 
of  defense  support  that  is  not  now  at¬ 
tached  to  any  of  the  other  aid  programs. 

Your  committee,  in  its  wisdom,  recom¬ 
mends  $585  million,  a  reduction  of  $165 
million.  However,  we  are  reappropriat¬ 
ing  $36  million,  which  gives  them  more 
money  for  defense  support  than  was 
available  in  the  original  House  bill. 

Let  us  move  along  now  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  loan  fund.  They  asked  for 
$500  million  and  that  figure  prevailed  all 
the  way  down  the  line.  I  will  have  to 
admit  that  I  gave  a  little  encouragement 
to  the  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs,  to  the  effect  that  if  they 
would  not  compromise  on  the  $500  mil¬ 
lion,  we  would  recommend  appropria¬ 
tion  of  a  sizable  sum.  Now,  $300  million 
is  certainly  a  sizable  sum  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.  So  we  have  reduced  that  item  by 
$200  million. 

Let  me  give  you  our  reasons  for  making 
that  reduction.  About  2  years  ago  they 


came  down  and  said  they  wanted  $200 
million  for  the  President’s  Asian  fund. 
Oh,  what  a  powerful  story  they  presented 
in  their  effort  to  get  that  $200  million; 
but  the  committee  decided  that  we  had 
better  cut  the  sum  to  $100  million  and 
then  apologize  at  some  subsequent  date  if 
we  had  made  a  mistake  and  cut  it  too 
much.  But  what  actually  happened? 
The  $100  milhon  was  unattached  for  2 
years.  They  could  carry  it  over  for  3 
years.  Do  you  know  how  much  they 
havfe  spent  out  of  that  fund  to  date? 
They  have  spent  $6,623,000.  They  have 
left  available  in  that  Asian  fund  more 
than  $93  million.  They  have  not  been 
able  to  do  anything  with  the  money. 
Those  are  the  facts.  Do  not  be  fright¬ 
ened  about  any  statement  that  you  may 
read  about  our  hurting  this  program,  or 
by  the  awful  crying  to  the  same  effect 
you  are  going  to  hear  before  the  day  is 
over. 

Let  us  turn  to  special  assistance. 
They  asked  for  $250  million  and  that 
figure  prevailed  all  the  way  through  the 
two  bodies  and  in  the  conference.  We 
reduced  it  to  $175  million,  some  of  us 
believing  that  we  had  given  them  too 
much  money.  But  we  decided  to  reduce 
the  request  by  only  $75  million. 

Let  us  get  into  the  technical  assistance 
program  and  see  if  we  can  justify  the 
committee’s  action  there.  I  think  we 
have  a  very  good  point.  Last  year  they 
came  before  our  committee  and  said  that 
they  would  like  to  have  $135  million  and 
also  permission  to  carry  over  $1,620,000 
that  was  not  really  limited  to  1  year. 
We  gave  them  $136,620,000.  They  went 
out  and  obligated  and  deobligated  and 
reobligated  and  deobligated  and  reobli¬ 
gated — I  have  said  that  five  times,  be¬ 
cause  that  was  the  number  of  times  that 
they  obligated  and  deobligated  the  item 
in  this  program.  But  they  obligated 
only  $124,567,000;  $12,053,000  lapsed  be¬ 
cause  they  could  not  obligate  it.  I  was 
about  to  recommend  a  higher  figure  and 
the  committee  decided  to  go  along  with 
me  when  the  fact  was  revealed  that  they 
have  $165,163,000  in  the  pipeline.  That 
much  is  unexpended.  You  know  and  I 
know,  I  am  sure,  that  if  we  did  not  ap¬ 
propriate  any  money  at  all  for  this  item, 
they  would  not  be  very  badly  hurt.  But 
aware  of  the  feeling  concerning  this  item, 
we  allowed  $113  million  of  new  money 
and  $12  million  of  carryover,  for  a  total 
of  $125  million.  And  I  hope  we  will  not 
have  to  apologize  next  year  for  recom¬ 
mending  too  much.  But  I  feel  sure  we 
will  have  to  make  some  mention  of  this  as 
being  the  fact. 

Now  here  is  a  puzzler.  We  looked  over 
the  authorization  request  and  we  could 
not  find  this  item;  that  is,  $25  million 
for  Latin  America.  Personally,  I  greatly 
admire  our  friends  down  there,  but  I 
asked,  where  is  the  justification?  We 
have  no  justification.  Where  is  the  au¬ 
thorization?  We  have  no  authorization. 

Well,  what  is  it?  In  questioning  wit¬ 
nesses  about  the  Senator’s  amendment — ■ 
I  shall  not  call  his  name — for  the  $25 
million  for  Latin  America,  this  is  what 
they  say,  quoting  from  page  668  of  the 
hearings.  Mr.  Snow,  one  of  the  Assist¬ 
ant  Secretaries  of  State,  was  testifying. 
He  said: 
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This  year,  again,  Senator  •  •  •  and  those 
v.’ho  agree  with  him  In  the  Senate  wished 
to  make  a  special  reservation  of  funds  for 
Latin  American  development.  It  Is  $25  mil¬ 
lion  this  year,  I  understand,  and  it  has 
been  put  into  the  special  assistance  fund 
by  the  Senate. 

Our  position  in  the  State  Department  has 
teen  that  we  did  not  consider  this  necessary. 

Mr.  Passman.  What  is  that,  sir? 

Mr.  Snow.  We  did  not  consider  this  a 
necessary  provision  to  make  because  the 
type  of  loan  contemplated  by  Senator  •  •  » 
is  also  contemplated  under  the  new  develp- 
ment  loan  fund,  if  that  is  approved. 

Mr.  Passman.  You  do  not  think  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  for  this  committee  to  include  the  $25 
million?  You  believe  the  program  could 
be  carried  on  satisfactorily  without  this  par¬ 
ticular  Increase? 

Mr.  Snow.  Yes;  I  believe  so. 

If  that  is  the  proper  way  to  do  things, 
just  because  some  individual  says,  “Put 
me  in  for  $25  million,”  and  another  says, 
“Mark  me  down  for  $10  million.”  then 
I  do  not  believe  I  will  ever  understand  it. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FORD.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government  did 
not  request  that  $25  million?  The  point 
I  am  sure  the  gentleman  is  trying  to 
make  is  that  the  legislative  branch  in 
the  other  body  is  at  fault  in  this. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  thought  I  had 
’made  it  abundantly  clear  that  there  was 
no  request  for  an  authorization,  and  I 
am  quoting  one  of  the  secretaries  that 
they  did  not  request  it. 

Mr.  FORD.  Our  subcommittee  was 
unanimous  in  rejecting  the  $25  million? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  That  is  correct.  I 
want  to  pay  particular  praise  to  the 
full  committee  for  being  unanimous  in 
rejecting  that  item. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
•jnan  from  Florida. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  This  authorization 
was  certainly  approved  on  the  House 
side,  was  it  not? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  do  not  know  what 
you  approved.  I  am  only  giving  you 
the  testimony.  You  make  the  policy; 
I  talk  about  the  money. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Maybe  I  misunder¬ 
stood  the  gentleman.  I  thought  he 
made  the  statement  that  there  was  no 
authorization  for  this  item. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  No;  I  said  there  was 
no  authorization  request.  You  have 
authorization  requests  and  later  you 
have  an  authorization.  You  have  no 
authorization  request  but  you  have  an 
authorization:  but  it  was  not  based 
upon  testimony  from  downtown.  Am 
I  correct? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  very  much. 

Now,  there  is  another  item  here  that 
is  also  a  puzzler.  This  came  down  in 
connection  with  atoms  for  peace.  When 
they  start  talking  about  a  gun,  a  ship, 
a  pistol,  a  plane,  or  atoms,  we  start 
shaking  and  usually  give  them  just 
about  what  they  want. 

But  what  happened?  They  came 
down  last  year  and  said,  “Here  is  a 


little  program.  We  want  $6  million  for 
atoms  for  peace.”  I  said,  “We  had 
better  not  run  too  far  away  from  that 
one,”  so  we  gave  them  $6  million  and 
thanked  them  for  coming  in  with  the 
atoms  for  peace. 

Then,  they,  went  along  for  a  full  12 
months.  They  could  obligate  only 
$1,550,000.  They  came  back  this  year 
and  they  had  $4,450,000  on  hand  un¬ 
obligated,  lapsing.  So  this  fine  member 
of  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  a 
wonderful  personality,  a  great  Ameri¬ 
can,  came  in,  and  he  said,  “Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  we  want  $7  million  this  year.”  So 
the  members  of  the  committee  decided 
we  had  better  have  a  little  talk  with 
the  gentleman.  I  cannot  go  too  much 
into  detail,  but  it  goes  something  like 
this.  I  quote  from  page  1091  of  the 
hearings  on  atoms  for  peace.  Mr. 
Passman  was  doing  the  questioning  at 
the  time: 

Mr.  Passman.  Would  you  approve  If  this 
committee  and  the  Congress  should"  appro¬ 
priate  money  for  all  departments,  to  the 
amount  of  about  $74  billion  a  year,  on  the 
basis  of  the  type  of  justification  you  have 
made  this  morning?  Would  not  you  feel 
a  bit  uncertain  that  we  did  not  require 
agencies  to  justify  their  programs? 

Mr.  Vance.  Yes,  sir;  you  are  very  right. 

So  we  decided  not  to  recommend  ap¬ 
propriation  of  the  $7  million.  But  we 
wanted  to  be  as  congenial  and  as  liberal 
as  we  could,  so  we  recommended  the 
$4,450,000  carryover  only  because  of  its 
label,  “atoms  for  peace.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  did  not  ask  for  the 
job  of  being  the  chairman  of  this  sub¬ 
committee  on  appropriations.  There  are 
many  Members  who  in  all  probability 
could  do  a  better  job,  but  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  Member  who  would  work 
any  harder  or  any  longer  than  I  have 
done  in  trying  to  know  what  is  in  this 
bill  and  what  is  actually  needed.  As 
long  as  I  am  chairman  of  this  subcom¬ 
mittee,  I  shall  fight  and  fight  just  as 
hard  as  I  can  to  give  these  people  all  the 
money  they  need  to  carry  on  the  pro¬ 
grams  that  our  leaders  say  we  should 
have  to  protect  the  security  of  the  United 
States.  But,  my  friends,  are  we  going 
to  appropriate  money  based  upon  justi¬ 
fication  and  upon  their  needs  and  upon 
the  facts  or  are  we  going  to  be  panicked 
into  giving  these  departments  money 
that  they  do  not  need  and  that  they 
cannot  spend?  There  are  two  ways  to 
appropriate  money — one  is  on  the  basis 
of  justification,  using  the  past  record 
and  their  own  certified  facts,  and  the 
other  is  to  get  stampeded  into  following 
some  person  who  may  be  able  and  sin¬ 
cere,  but  who  does  not  know  any  more 
about  this  bill  than  I  know  about 
surgery.  I  plead  with  you  to  stand  by 
the  recommendations  of  your  subcom¬ 
mittee.  I  promise  you  that  if  we  have 
denied  $1  that  they  actually  need,  I  will 
submit  my  resignation  as  a  member  of 
this  subcommittee  and  I  will  not  conduct 
the  hearings  next  year.  I  know  I  can 
make  that  statement  and  be  perfectly 
safe  in  coming  back  here  next  year, 
and  also  knowing  that  I  will  have  to 
come  in  and  apologize  again  for  recom¬ 
mending  more  money  than  actually 
needed,  unless  you  approve  this  bill 
which  is  based  upon  commonsense  and 


based  upon  what  they  need,  rather  than 
on  a  lot  of  headlines  that  were  issued 
prior  to  the  time  we  marked  the  bill. 
I  have  consumed  a  lot  of  time,  but  my 
convictions  are  deep.  As  I  say,  the 
magicians  may  slip  into  the  Chamber 
today  and  may  endeavor  to  get  you  to 
accept  a  lot  of  facts  and  figures  that  are 
not  in  the  record  and  they  will  try  to 
get  you  to  accept  changed  figures  that 
have  been  submitted  subsequent  to  the 
time  of  our  hearings.  If  that  should 
happen,  I  have  some  letters  over  the 
signatures  of  certain  individuals  that  I 
would  be  forced  to  read  to  you  at  a 
subsequent  time. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JUDD.  As  the  gentleman  says, 
possibly  we  gave  them  more  money  last 
year  than  they  needed.  But  the  gentle¬ 
man  also  reports  that  they  did  not  spend 
all  we  gave  them.  So,  no  matter  how 
much  we  gave  them,  they  did  not  spend 
more  money  than  they  needed.  Is  that 
the  gentleman’s  statement? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  want  to  be  sure  you 
understand  that  I  do  not  intend  to  con¬ 
vey  such  an  impression.  I  am  accusing 
them  of  purposely  losing  sleep  working 
up  figures  that  cannot  be  justified  and 
asking  for  more  money  than  they  need, 
and  which  they  do  not  need,  you  under¬ 
stand,  so  as  to  obtain  more  than  they 
can  possibly  spend.  I  challenge  anyone 
to  disprove  that  statement. 

Mr.  JUDD.  But  my  point  is  that  they 
did  not  spend  it. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  They  did  not  spend 
it  because  they  asked  for  more  money 
than  they  needed  and  they  overstated 
their  requirements,  and  I  believe  my 
distinguished  friend,  Mr.  Judd,  knows 
that. 

Mr.  JUDD.  My  point  is — was  our 
country  injured  by  the  money  that  we 
gave  them  that  they  did  not  need  or  use? 
My  own  idea  is  that  when  we  are  in  a 
war — and  we  are — it  is  always  advisable 
to  have  a  little  extra,  in  case  it  should 
prove  necessary.  It  was  not  needed  last 
year  and  they  did  not  spend  it.  They 
turned  back  $538  million  of  funds  made 
available  for  military  assistance  and  in 
the  special  Asian  frmd,  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  said,  there  is  still  some  $94  mil¬ 
lion  that  has  not  been  spent.  I  think 
they  ought  to  be  congratulated  for  that. 
That  gives  me  a  greater  sense  of  confi¬ 
dence  in  them. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Well,  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  can  congratulate  them, 
but  I  am  going  to  condemn  them  for  try¬ 
ing  to  mislead  this  subcommittee  of 
which  I  am  the  chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  has  consumed  34  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  carries  a  total 
overall  of  $3,191,810,000.  Why  do  we 
have  the  bill?  It  is  because  of  our  own 
military  situation  and  the  world  military 
situation  where  we  have  the  Communists 
knocking  at  every  port  of  entry  in  the 
world,  trying  to  get  in  and  spread  their 
wild  doctrines  all  over  the  world.  They 
are  succeeding  in  this,  beyond  the  wishes 
of  many  of  us. 
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For  my  part,  I  think  we  made  a  mis¬ 
take  in  providing  as  much  money  as  we 
did  for  some  of  the  economic  operations 
of  Mutual  Security  in  the  early  days. 
Now,  however,  No.  1  on  the  picture  is 
military  aid.  That  military  aid  has  to 
be  provided  to  these  people  in  the  poorer 
countries  of  the  world,  on  the  periphei-y 
of  the  Iron  Curtain,  so  that  they  will  be 
able  to  defend  their  homelands,  and  so 
that  other  persons  there,  capable  of  de¬ 
fending  their  homelands,  will  keep  the 
Communist  program  from  breaking  loose 
and  spreading  all  over  Europe  and  the 
rest  of  Asia  and  Africa. 

Now  that  is  just  where  we  are,  but  that 
is  just  what  the  military  item  in  the  bill 
is  designed  to  give  us. 

•  The  next  item  is  defense  support. 
Defense  support  means  the  pay  for  the 
troops  in  these  border  countries.  I  will 
name  those  border  countries,  so  that  you 
may  have ,  them  in  mind  to  a  certain 
extent. 

They  are  Greece,  Turkey,  Jordan,  Iran, 
Pakistan,  South  Vietnam,  Korea,  the 
Philippines. 

Then  we  have  the  situation  in  NATO 
where  we  are  obligated  to  supply  cer¬ 
tain  arms  and  ammunition  to  the  people 
there.  There  is  $175  million  in  the 
budget  request  to  set  up  a  fund  which 
would  enable  them  to  purchase  arms  and 
ammunition  for  sale  to  Germany  on 
the  installment  plan.  That  is  necessary 
for  us  to  provide,  because  there  is  no 
other  nation  in  the  world  in  a  position 
to  provide  it.  Those  two  items  are  the 
heart  of  this  bill  that  we  have  before  us. 

The  President  asked  for  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $1,900,000,000  and  the  reappro¬ 
priation  of  $538.8  million  for  military 
assistance.  The  budget  estimate  has 
been  cut  down  to  $1.6  billion,  the  size 
of  the  authorization  bill,  plus  the  re- 
appropriation. 

There  is  $1,788,000,000  for  militai-y  as¬ 
sistance  in  the  bill.  There  is  $621  mil¬ 
lion  for  defense  support.  The  two  to¬ 
gether  make  a  little  over  $2,400,000,000. 
The  rest  of  the  bill  inins  about  $700  mil¬ 
lion,  and  is  mostly  for  other  things, 
some  of  which  cannot  be  provided  for 
in  advance. 

The  figures  that  the  bill  was  marked 
up  on  show  $1,674,200,000  for  the  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  obligations  in  1957.  But 
a  saving  of  $539  million  in  the  appropria¬ 
tion  was  brought  about  by  a  careful  re¬ 
view  which  the  head  of  the  security 
agency  had  made  of  all  of  the  items  that 
had  been  reserved  between  1950  and  1956 
and  carried  along.  That  was  salvaged 
out  of  those  earlier  appropriations  that 
they  had  gathered  together,  the  life  of 
which  had  been  extended  down  through 
the  years.  They  used  that  to  buy  the 
things  that  permitted  them  to  save  the 
$539  million  that  was  left. 

The  actual  expenditures,  including  ex¬ 
penditures  from  those  funds  last  year, 
ran  to  $2,213,200,000.  That  means  that 
wc  are  giving  them  a  great  deal  less  than 
they  had  before,  and  this  for  items  that 
are  absolutel3’  essential  if  we  are  going  to 
take  care  of' our  end  of  maintaining  the 
peace  of  the  world. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr,  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 


Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  May  I  ask 
the  gentleman  if  it  is  not  also  a  fact 
that  there  is  an  item  of  $175  million  in 
the  1958  obligation  picture  for  the  new 
revolving  sales  program,  which  was  not 
in  the  1957  picture  at  all?  So  that  $175 
million  more  should  be  included  to  ob¬ 
tain  a  fair  1957  yardstick? 

Mr.  TABER.  That  has  to  be  added  to 
it.  I  spoke  about  that  a  moment  ago. 
That  is  the  fund  which  is  to  be  used  to 
buy  military  equipment  to  maintain  the 
situation  in  Germany,  to  sell  arms  and 
equipment  to  Germany  on  the  install¬ 
ment  plan. 

That  is  the  reason  why  I  feel  that  we 
should  not  go  very  much  below  the  au¬ 
thorization  figure  in  approaching  our 
writing  of  this  bill. 

I  have  here  a  letter  from  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  State  dated  today,  indicat¬ 
ing  that  the  $500  million  worth  of  spare 
parts,  ammunition,  and  other  items  that 
were  involved  in  this  picture  was  pro¬ 
cured  in  this  way.  That  is  why  I  feel 
that  we  need  to  supply  more  funds  for 
this  program.  I  do  not  believe  that  we 
ought  to  cut  defense  support  as  much  as 
we  have.  We  have  cut  it  $165  million  be¬ 
low  the  authorization  figure.  Fi’ankly,  I 
believe  the  result  of  that  kind  of  opera¬ 
tion  will  be  that  we  will  have  to  supply  a 
great  deal  more  of  our  own  troops  out  in 
other  parts  of  the  world  than  we  would 
have  to  if  we  were  able  to  get  as  many 
people  as  possible  in  those  lands  to  de¬ 
fend  their  own  homeland  instead  of  us 
having  to  have  our  troops  there. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  could  go  on  down  the 
line. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  before  he  leaves  that 
military  figure? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  VORYS.  There  is  this  statement 
in  the  committee  report  which  looks 
quite  impressive,  on  page  5,  referring  to 
the  amount  which  has  been  cut  $350  mil¬ 
lion  for  military  assistance.  It  states: 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $1,250,000,000  for  this  Item  plus  the 
reappropriation  of  $538,800,000  (the  latest 
estimate,  amount  unobligated  as  of  June  30, 
1957).  This  will  provide  $1,788,800,000  for 
obligation  during  the  fiscal  year  1958.  This 
amount  is  $114,600,000  more  than  was  ac¬ 
tually  obligated  and  reserved  during  fiscal 
year  1957  and  is  $939,880,000  more  than  was 
actually  obligated  and  reserved  during  fiscal 
year  1956. 

That  impressed  me  very  much  because 
it  was  entirely  out  of  line  with  what  my 
own  recollection  of  what  the  figures  were. 
I  have  seen  the  copy  of  this  letter  from 
Mr.  Mansfield  D.  Sprague,  in  which  he 
points  out  that  the  actual  fiscal  year  1957 
program  was  $2,200,000,000  and  was  not 
$1,700,000,000  and  what  was  used  was 
$500  million  that  had  been  programed 
someplace  else,  but  which  was  $500  mil¬ 
lion  of  appropriations  that  were  used  in 
1957.  So  it  would  seem  to  me  the  state¬ 
ment  in  the  report  may  be  technically 
accurate  when  it  refers  to  obligations 
and  reservations,  but  it  is  misleading 
when  it  is  shown  what  was  actually  pro¬ 
gramed.  The  amount  was  two  billion 
two  and  not  one  billion  seven. 

Mr.  TABER.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect. 
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Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  The  gentleman  is  just 
as  wrong  as  he  can  be.  He  is  looking  at 
the  wrong  figure.  I  anticipated  this  so 
I  have  given  you  appropriations,  obliga¬ 
tions,  and  expenditures.  The  1958  esti¬ 
mated  expenditures  were  $2,200,000,000. 
The  gentleman  should  have  another  look 
at  it. 

Mr.  TABER.  When  they  obligate 
funds  out  of  prior  years’  appropriations, 
like  they  did  in  this  case,  over  $500  mil¬ 
lion  out  of  the  1956  appropriation  which 
are  salvaged,  they  are  charged  to  the 
year  in  which  they  were  appropriated 
and  not  to  the  1957  figure. 

Mr.  VORYS.  As  far  as  the  Congress 
and  the  taxpayers  are  concerned,  the 
operations  in  fiscal  1957  were  two  billion 
two  regardless  of  year  they  came  from. 
Therefore  you  cannot  plan  as  if  you  are 
going  to  have  the  same  expenditures,  the 
same  program,  next  year,  if  you  cut  it 
about  half  a  billion  dollars.  That  is 
what  strikes  me. 

Mr.  TABER.  That  is  exactly  correct, 
and  that  is  why  we  should  protect  the 
United  States  by  providing  money 
enough  for  the  President  to  run  the  job 
to  keep  us  out  of  trouble. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Will  the  gentleman 
please  get  some  type  of  a  letter,  some 
type  of  a  statement,  establishing  any 
figure  that  he  mentioned?  In  commit¬ 
tee  this  morning  the  gentleman  said  we^ 
had  erroneous  figures.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  please,  for  the  benefit  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  get  some  letter  disapproving  one 
figure  that  I  have  here? 

Mr.  TABER.  Sure,  I  will  get  it.  The 
gentleman  need  not  worry  about  that. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  sure  hope  the  gen¬ 
tleman  does. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH]. 

(Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  in  appearing  before  your  commit¬ 
tee,  Mr.  Benjamin  Pairless,  of  whom  we 
all  know  and  who,  incidentally,  served  as 
coordinator  of  the  President’s  citizens 
advisory  group  on  the  mutual  security 
program,  in  stating  that  he  had  had  a 
complete  change  of  heart  about  the  pro¬ 
gram  since  the  investigation  which  he 
recently  made  at  home  and  abroad, 
added  these  words: 

I  think  there  are  millions  of  Americans 
today  who  are  still  under  the  wrong  impres¬ 
sion  about  our  foreign  assistance  programs. 
They  think  most  of  the  expenditures  are  in 
so-called  economic  giveaway  programs,  and 
they  do  not  realize  that  most  of  them  are  in 
the  mutual  defense  of  our  country  in  work¬ 
ing  together  with  our  allies. 

Misunderstanding  is  responsible  for 
many  difliculties  in  life.  It  would  be 
tragic,  however,  in  my  opinion,  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  misunderstanding  by  the 
people,  should  result  in  crippling  a  pro¬ 
gram  which,  in  my  judgment,  is  vital  to 
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our  country  in  terms  of  national  defense 
and  in  terms  of  world  peace. 

I  am  sure  that  if  properly  understood 
by  the  people,  there  would  be  no  doubt 
of  their  support. 

Our  whole  system  of  national  defense 
is  based  on  the  allied  forces  supported  by 
the  military  features  in  this  bill. 

Seventy-five  percent  of  the  total  car¬ 
ried  by  this  bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  for  the 
purpose  of  that  military  support. 

The  total  provided  for  this  purpose  is 
only  about  8  percent  of  the  funds  we 
make  available  for  our  own  forces. 

It  saves  us  tremendously  in  terms  both 
of  military  man-power  and  of  dollars. 

Of  course,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  pro¬ 
gram  has  had  its  shortcomings. 

I  have  lived  pretty  closely  with  it  from 
the  outset  as  a  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  in  charge  of  its  appropria¬ 
tions.  I  have  traveled  around  the  world 
and  watched  it  in  operation  in  country 
after  country.  I  have  done  my  best  to 
cure  its  shortcomings  and  to  bring  about 
economy  and  efficiency. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  always 
supported  the  objectives  of  the  program. 

The  program  has  recently  been  de¬ 
scribed  as  “the  most  difficult  and  far- 
flung  operation  in  the  history  of  the 
world.”  There  are  bound  to  be  short¬ 
comings  and  it  is  easy  to  generalize  and 
arrive  at  a  wrong  conclusion  as  to  the 
program  as  a  whole. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  PROGRAM  IMPROVEMENTS 

I  want  to  mention  in  passing,  however, 
that  in  my  judgment  real  progress  has 
been  made  in  the  right  direction  during 
the  last  2  years  under  the  leadership  of 
our  former  colleague,  John  Hollister, 
and  our  former  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
Gordon  Gray. 

For  those  who  are  interested,  I  refer 
to  page  430  of  the  hearings  where  you 
will  find  some  14  pages  on  administra¬ 
tive  and  program  improvements  inserted 
in  the  record  by  Mr.  Hollister  at  my 
request. 

I  refer  also  to  the  testimony  of  Assis¬ 
tant  Secretary  of  Defense  Sprague  who 
succeeded  Gordon  Gray,  commencing  at 
page  325,  where  the  record  indicates 
that  no  less  than  $500  million  of  savings 
were  effected  during  the  past  year  by 
administrative  improvements,  including 
the  very  marked  shortening  of  adminis¬ 
trative  lead  time. 

The  fact  that  all  appropriations  are 
not  obligated  is  to  me  a  happy  change 
when  compared  with  the  practices  of  the 
past.  I  agree  with  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  JuddI,  that  it  is  a  basis 
for  commendation  and  not  for  condem¬ 
nation. 

DROP  IN  APPROPRIATIONS  AND  EXPENDITURES 

The  members  will  note  that  appropri¬ 
ations  have  fallen  from  a  peak  of  $7.4 
billion  back  in  1951  down  to  $3.9  billion 
as  of  today;  and  that  expenditures  show 
a  similar  trend,  falling  from  a  peak  of 
$5.7  billion  in  1953  down  to  $3.9  billion 
today. 

IMPORTANCE  OF  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  think  the  im¬ 
portance  of  this  program  can  be  over¬ 
emphasized. 

It  reflects  a  policy  which  has  been  bi¬ 
partisan  in  character,  adopted  in  the 


face  of  the  military  might  of  the  Krem¬ 
lin  and  its  insatiable  desire  for  world 
domination. 

It  implements  a  policy  of  collective 
security  based  on  the  conviction  that 
with  6  percent  of  the  woidd’s  population 
not  only  a  powerful  America  but  power¬ 
ful  allies  are  vital  to  our  national  de¬ 
fense. 

It  carries  forward  a  militai-y  policy 
which  has  compelled  the  Kremlin,  for 
the  time  being  at  least,  to  abondon  mili¬ 
tary  aggression,  "and  to  concentrate  its 
efforts  in  other  fields 

It  carries  forward  an  economic  policy 
of  the  helping  hand  where  necessary  to 
nations  desiring  to  remain  free  and  out¬ 
side  the  Iron  Curtain. 

To  relax  these  policies,  Mr.  Chairman, 
in  my  judgment,  is  to  play  directly  into 
the  hands  of  the  Kremlin. 

COMMITTEE  ACTION 

I  am  very  unhappy  at  the  recom¬ 
mendations  submitted  by  your  com¬ 
mittee. 

Military  assistance,  slashed  $300  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  authorization  bill,  has  been 
slashed  another  $350  million,  for  a  total 
of  $650  mllion  or  just  about  33  Mi  per¬ 
cent  of  the  original  request. 

Defense  support,  slashed  $150  million 
in  the  authorization  bill,  has  been  slash¬ 
ed  another  $130  million  for  a  total  of 
$280  million  below  the  budget  request. 

The  new  development  loan  fund  for 
which  $500  million  for  the  first  year 
was  carried  in  both  versions  of  the  au¬ 
thorization  bill,  has  been  slashed  40  per¬ 
cent  to  a  total  of  $300  million. 

The  President’s  special  assistance 
fund,  designed  primarily  for  emergency 
purposes,  slashed  $50  million  in  the  au¬ 
thorization  bill  has  been  slashed  an¬ 
other  $75  million  for  a  total  of  $125  mil¬ 
lion  less  than  the  budget  request. 

The  over- all  total  has  been  reduced 
about  $800  million  below  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  and  about  $1,300,000,000  below 
the  revised  estimates  submitted  by  the 
President. 

It  leaves  an  unexpended  military  as¬ 
sistance  balance  as  of  the  end  of  1957 
of  about  $3,700,000,000  and  as  of  the  end 
of  1958  of  about  $3,200,000,000,  both  of 
which  are  far  below  the  2-year  level  of 
pipeline  normally  required  by  the  mili¬ 
tary. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chainnan,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  yield  to  the 
able  gentleman  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  MORANO.  The  gentleman  has 
made  a  very  fine  statement.  He  talked 
about  the  percentage  cuts.  Some  of  the 
percentage  cuts  are  40  percent,  33  per¬ 
cent,  and  so  on.  How  do  these  cuts  com¬ 
pare  with  the  average  cut  we  made  In 
other  appropriation  bills  heretofore 
passed  by  the  House? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  have  not 
made  a  computation  of  all  the  cuts  in 
terms  of  percentage,  but  the  cut  to  which 
I  have  just  referred  of  331/3  percent  in 
military  assistance  is  of  course  far  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  average  percentage  cuts 
which  have  been  made. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Much  deeper? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Much 
deeper. 
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Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hundred 
and  eight  Members  are  present,  a  quo¬ 
rum. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Chau"- 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  I  should 
like  to  answer  the  question  the  gentle¬ 
man  just  asked.  The  cuts  in  the  other 
departments  run  from  2  percent  in 
Treasm-y  to  31  percent  in  Commerce,  but 
the  Defense  Department  cut  was  6.5  per¬ 
cent,  and  this  runs  over  25  percent. 

MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  purpose  of  military  assistance 
is  primarily  to  provide  military  equip¬ 
ment  made  in  Amencan  factories  by 
American  labor  to  our  allies. 

It  is  to  help  Korea,  Taiwan,  and  Tur¬ 
key,  maintain  more  divisions,  each  of 
them,  than  we  maintain  in  the  United 
States. 

It  is  to  help  maintain  some  4,800,000 
ground  forces,  2,500  combat  ships,  and 
27,000  planes. 

It  is  to  maintain  them  at  a  cost  of 
something  like  3  or  4  percent  of  what  it 
would  cost  us  if  we  tried  to  do  the  job 
with  American  manpower  and  American 
dollars. 

Surely  no  one  wants  our  American 
boys  to  shoulder  the  burden  that  our 
allies  are  now  carrying  for  us. 

The  cut  of  33^3  percent,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  is  far  too  drastic. 

DEFENSE  SUPPORT 

The  purpose  of  defense  support  is  to 
help  certain  allies  to  maintain  forces 
which  it  would  be  impossible  for  them 
to  maintain  without  assistance. 

Korea  has  21  divisions.  Taiwan  has 
20  divisions.  Turkey  has  20  divisions. 
None  of  them  could  support  their  armed 
forces  without  assistance  from  this 
country. 

I  may  add,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  cuts 
in  this  particular  item  are  especially 
hard  to  take,  because  all  defense  sup¬ 
port  money  is  money  contemplated  for 
expenditure  in  1958 — there  are  no  long¬ 
term  items  in  it — and  because  80  percent 
of  the  total  requested  under  this  head¬ 
ing  goes  to  5  countries — Korea,  Taiwan, 
Vietnam,  Pakistan,  and  Turkey — which 
are  of  such  great  importance  to  us  in 
terms  of  our  national  defense. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WJGGLESWORTH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JUDD.  What  does  the  gentle¬ 
man  think  that  the  Government  of  Ko¬ 
rea,  for  example,  could  do  if  it  had  to 
take,  as  a  result  of  the  cuts  in  this  bill, 
a  35  percent  cut  in  the  defense  support 
which  is  keeping  it  going.  Would  it  de¬ 
mobilize  7  of  its  21  divisions? 

Mr.  'WIGGLESWORTH.  I  assume  it 
would  have  to  demobilize  a  substantial 
number  of  its  divisions.  It  would  be  im¬ 
possible  for  Korea  to  continue  to  support 
all  its  divisions  without  assistance. 

Mr.  JUDD.  In  6  years  we  have  spent 
literally  billions  of  dollars  equipping 
those  divisions  and  training  them.  They 
are  first  rate.  Now,  are  we  going  to  de- 
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mobilize  7  of  their  21  divisions  because 
they  themselves  simply  do  not  have  the 
funds  to  pay  and  feed  and  house  and 
clothe  and  supply  them?  That  is  what 
defense  support  is  for. 

Or  is  Korea,  as  an  alternative  to  de¬ 
mobilization,  to  run  the  printing  presses 
and  crack  up  with  inflation? 

And  third,  what  will  happen  to  the 
morale  of  that  army  if  its  great  and 
powerful  ally  which  has  encouraged  it 
to  build  up  those  divisions  and  which 
has  equipped  and  supplied  them  now 
says,  “We  will  not  make  it  possible  for 
you  to  keep  those  divisions  in  the  field.” 
And  what  good  will  any  of  the  divisions 
be,  if  their  confidence  in  us  and  their 
morale  are  shaken? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  These 
forces,  in  my  judgment,  are  in  our  front 
lines.  I  can  think  of  nothing  more 
shortsighted  from  a  national  standpoint 
than  to  make  it  impossible  for  them  to 
continue  to  function. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  yield  brief¬ 
ly  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  not  Korea  a  United 
Nations  operation? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  The  gentle¬ 
man  knows  that  Korea  has  some  21  di¬ 
visions  and  that  they  are  playing  their 
part  in  the  free  world  front  lines. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  is  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  doing  to  support  South  Korea? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  do  not 
know  just  what  it  is  doing,  but  we  are 
not  talking  about  that  today.  We  are 
talking  about  our  own  national  defense, 
and  the  part  that  our  allies  play  in  the 
front  lines  in  our  defense. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  not  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  sharing  in  the  support  of  South 
Korea  since  it  is  supposed  to  be  a  United 
Nations  operation? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  assume  “"it 
Is  to  some  extent,  but  I  cannot  answer 
that. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Why  must  we  take  the 
whole  load  then;  or  are  we  taking  the 
whole  load? 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FORD.  At  the  time  of  the  armis¬ 
tice  in  Korea,  we  had  7  divisions — 
United  States  Army  divisions  in  Korea. 
We  now  have  less  than  2.  Our  United 
Nations  allies,  likewise,  had  forces  there 
at  the  time  of  the  armistice.  They  have 
made  reductions  not  much  greater,  if 
any  greater  percentagewise.  So  they  do 
have  forces  in  South  Korea  just  as  we  do, 

Mr.  GROSS.  Of  course,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  wiU  yield  further,  they  did  not 
have  any  troops  there  in  the  first  place — > 
percentagewise  or  otherwise. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  might  say  this.  Some 
of  the  countries  that  are  being  assisted 
by  defense  support  and  this  program  had 
some  of  the  most  valiant  and  valorous 
forces  in  South  Korea  during  the  fight. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Well,  I  will  get  some 
time  later  to  answer  that  one. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GARY.  The  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  is  complaining  about  the  fact 


that  this  bill  would  wreck  the  forces 
defending  Korea  and  Formosa.  Is  it  not 
a  fact  that  this  bill  carries  $621  million 
for  defense  support  whereas  the  House 
recommendation  in  the  authorization 
bill  only  carried  $600  million?  There¬ 
fore,  we  have  $21  million  more  in  this 
bill  than  the  House  authorized  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Of  course,  that  was  a 
great  mistake,  I  believe,  on  the  part  of 
the  House.  The  $621  million  is  still 
almost  $300  million  below  the  budget 
request. 

Mr.  GARY.  But  this  bill  provides  $21 
million  more  than  the  House  authorized. 

Mr.  JUDD.  But  it  still  is  less  than 
the  budget  request  and  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill. 

Mr.  TABER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  we  did  not  give  them  any  more 
than  they  need. 

Mr.  VORYS.  The  House  authorized 
yesterday  $750  million  for  defense  sup¬ 
port.  That  is  the  last  vote  of  the  House, 
when  they  approved  the  conference  re¬ 
port.  That  is  what  the  House  approved. 

Mr.  GARY.  But  the  House  did  not 
approve  that  amount  in  the  House  bill. 
The  House  conferees  gave  way  to  the 
Senate  conferees  in  arriving  at  that 
amount. 

Mr.  VORYS.  You  were  asking  what 
the  House  approved.  They  approved 
$750  million  only  yesterday. 

Mr.  GARY.  Not  as  a  specific  item. 
They  approved  the  conference  report 
with  that  as  one  of  the  items  in  it. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  If  I  may 
now  say  a  few  words,  I  would  like  to  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Gary]  that  I  am  reliably  informed  that 
the  amount  recommended  in  this  bill 
for  defense  support  for  15  nations  is  $80 
million  below  that  which  was  requested 
for  only  5  of  them — Korea,  Taiwan, 
Vietnam,  Pakistan,  and  Turkey. 

I  am  further  advised  that  the  program 
for  those  5  countries  will  have  to  be  cut 
to  the  extent  of  32  percent. 

The  programs  for  5  other  countries, 
including  Iran,  Thailand,  Cambodia, 
Laos  and  Greece,  will  also  be  cut  to  the 
extent  of  32  percent. 

Also  the  programs  for  four  base-sup¬ 
porting  countries,  Ethiopia,  Lybia, 
Morocco,  and  the  Philippine  Islands 
must  be  cut  more  than  20  percent. 

I  hold  in  my  hand  a  copy  of  a  press 
release,  issued  at  the  White  House  this 
morning.  It  states,  among  other  things, 
that  the  President  said  the  proposed  cut 
in  defense  support  will  compel  almost 
certainly  dangerous  reductions  in  the 
size  and  effectiveness  of  the  forces  now 
being  maintained  by  free  nations  border¬ 
ing  on  Communist  lands;  and,  in  addi¬ 
tion,  that  it  will  lead  to  serious  difficulty 
In  the  economies  of  those  nations  sup¬ 
porting  such  forces. 

Let  us  return  now,  Mr.  Chaiiman,  to 
other  items  in  this  bill. 

ECONOMIC  AND  TECHNICAL  COOFEHATION 

The  purpose  of  economic  and  techni¬ 
cal  cooperation  is  to  help  countries  de¬ 
siring  to  remain  free  and  outside  the 
Iron  Curtain  who  are  not  strong  enough 
economically  to  remain  free  without 
assistance. 


It  is  in  this  field  that  most  criticism 
has  centered  in  the  past.  There  have 
been  too  many  projects  and  too  many 
ill-considered  projects.  Projects  have 
been  based  on  illustrative  programs  un¬ 
satisfactory  to  the  Executive — unsatis¬ 
factory  to  the  Congress.  There  has 
been  too  much  personnel.  There  have 
been  waste  and  extravagance. 

This  year  the  bill  provides  for  a  new 
procedure.  It  results  from  the  recent 
investigations  made  for  the  President, 
for  the  Senate,  and  for  the  House. 

It  provides  for  a  development  fund 
limited  to  making  loans.  It  is  designed 
to  bring  about  economy  and  efficiency; 
to  put  economic  aid  on  a  more  business¬ 
like  basis  along  the  lines  of  the  Export- 
Import  Bank;  to  substitute  loans  for 
grants;  to  provide  financing  under 
which  repayment  is  possible  in  place  of 
the  present  system  where  there  is  no 
repayment;  to  eliminate  unatisfactory 
illustrative  programs;  to  substitute  spe¬ 
cific  projects  under  specified  criteria; 
to  base  requests  for  appropriations  on 
known  performance  in  the  past  rather 
than  on  unknown  performance  in  the 
future. 

It  offers  the  possibility,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  of  great  improvement. 

The  original  request  was  for  a  capital 
fund  of  $2  billion  to  be  accumulated  over 
a  period  of  3  years,  $500  million  in  ap¬ 
propriations  in  the  first  year  and  $750 
million  through  borrowing  authority 
from  the  Treasury  in  both  the  second 
and  third  years. 

The  authorization  bill  provides  for  a 
maximum  capital  of  $1,125,000,000  to  be 
accumulated  over  a  period  of  2  years, 
$500  million  in  the  first  year,  $625  million 
in  the  second  year,  both  in  terms  of  ap¬ 
propriations. 

The  $500  million  carried  in  both  ver¬ 
sions  of  the  authorization  bill  have  been 
slashed  by  your  committee  to  $300  mil¬ 
lion,  in  spite  of  an  expenditure  for  de¬ 
velopment  assistance  in  fiscal  year  1957 
amounting  to  about  $410  million. 

The  slash  is  far  too  drastic. 

In  his  press  release  this  morning  the 
President  states  that  the  slash  of  40  per¬ 
cent  “makes  impossible  the  realization  of 
the  important  purpose  for  which  the 
fund  was  established  by  the  Congress.” 

SPECIAL  ASSISTANCE  FUND 

The  purpose  of  the  special  assistance 
fund  is  to  provide  the  President  with 
funds  which  he  can  use  if  necessary  in 
cases  of  emergency. 

Similar  funds  have  been  provided  in 
the  past.  They  have  been  used  only  in 
the  case  of  emergency.  They  have 
proved  vitally  important  in  such  cases  as 
Iran,  Guatemala,  and,  I  think,  Hungary 
and  Jordan. 

Three  hundred  million  dollars  was  re¬ 
quested,  $100  million  for- programed 
items,  and  $200  million  for  emergencies. 

The  total,  slashed  by  $50  million  in  the 
authorization  bill,  is  further  slashed  to 
the  extent  of  $75  million,  or  a  total  of 
$125  million,  in  your  committee  recom¬ 
mendations,  leaving  a  total  of  $175  mil¬ 
lion,  $100  million  of  which  is  already 
programed. 
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To  quote  the  President’s  press  release 
again: 

The  cut  In  the  special  assistance  fund  will 
not  only  seriously  affect  the  funds  for  such 
programs  as  the  worldwide  effort  to  eradicate 
malaria  and  to  aid  Hungarian  refugees,  but 
it  will  also  seriously  reduce  the  reserve  funds 
hithertofore  provided  to  the  President  to 
meet  the  emergencies  which  Inevitably  de¬ 
velop  in  the  world  we  live  in  today. 

TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE  AND  OTHER  PROGRAMS 

I  shall  not  refer,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the 
technical  assistance  program  or  to  the 
other  programs,  some  15  in  number, 
carrying  relatively  small  amounts  and 
detailed  in  the  committee  report. 

I  repeat,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  conclusion, 
that  our  whole  national  defense  plans 
are  based  on  the  allied  forces  supported 
by  military  assistance  and  defense  sup¬ 
port:  that  failure  to  appropriate  suf¬ 
ficient  military  funds  for  this  purpose 
plays  directly  into  the  hands  of  the 
Commimists  and  compels  the  utilization 
of  far  more  American  manpower  and 
far  more  American  dollars. 

I  regret  that  the  committee  has  made 
such  drastic  reductions. 

I  hope  that  they  will  largely  be  re¬ 
stored  before  the  bill  becomes  law. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Wiggles  WORTH]  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Natcher.] 

(Mr.  NATCHER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Subcommittee  on  Foreign  Operations 
Appropriations  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  brings  to  the  floor  of  the 
House  for  your  approval  the  mutual 
security  appropirations  bill  for  1958. 

Our  chairman,  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Passman], 
together  with  the  other  members  of  the 
subcommittee  have  spent  many  long 
hours  in  examining  witnesses  who  ap¬ 
peared  to  justify  the  amounts  requested 
for  the  Mutual  Security  Program  for 
fiscal  year  1958.  Dm’ing  our  heai'ings 
we  heard  70  witnesses  and  if  you  will 
examine  the  hearings  you  will  And  that 
1,159  pages  were  consumed  in  recording 
the  action  of  our  subcommittee. 

The  budget  submitted  to  Congress  on 
January  16  of  this  year  assumes  that  a 
surplus  will  exist  in  both  fiscal  year  1957 
and  1958.  The  1958  budget  calls  for 
record  peacetime  expenditures  of  $71,- 
800,000,000.  The  proposed  expenditure 
increases  are  distributed  broadly  and 
consist  for  the  most  part  of  many  small 
increases.  Budget  receipts  of  $73,600,- 
000,000  are  estimated  for  fiscal  year  1958. 
The  people  generally  do  not  believe  that 
this  budget  is  consistent  with  good  gov¬ 
ernment  and,  in  order  to  stabilize  our 
economy  and  to  encourage  its  sound 
growth,  there  must  be  a  reduction  in  the 
budget  requests  for  1958.  A  casual  ex¬ 
amination  of  the  budget  clearly  shows 
that  it  is  in  precarious  balance  depend¬ 
ing  upon  postal-rate  increases  and  other 
anticipations  which  probably  will  not 
take  place  plus  the  hope  for  a  steadily 
rising  income.  Of  com-se,  none  of  this 
is  assured. 


When  the  1958  budget  was  presented 
to  Congress  comparisons  were  immedi¬ 
ately  made  of  the  amounts  approved  for 
prior  years.  For  1957  we  have  $60,647,- 
000,000;  $53,124,000,000  for  1956;  $47,- 
464,000,000  for  1955;  $54,539,000,000  for 
1954;  $75,355,000,000  for  1953;  $91,059,- 
000,000  for  1952;  $84,982,000,000  for 

1951;  and  $37,825,000,000  for  1950. 
Presentation  of  the  1958  budget  caused 
consternation  throughout  the  land. 

Current  taxes  from  all  sources  are  tak¬ 
ing  a  full  third  of  the  income  of  all  citi¬ 
zens.  Taxes  at  present  rates  are  taking 
more  than  90  percent  of  a  great  many 
individual  incomes  and  more  than  60  per¬ 
cent  of  the  net  income  of  most  of  our 
corporations.  I  for  one  believe  that  our 
present  tax  rates  are  approaching  con¬ 
fiscation,  and  I  do  not  believe  that  our 
present  economy  can  survive  under  such 
conditions.  Our  dollar  value  is  dropping, 
and  inflation  is  certainly  with  us  today. 
Our  Federal  debt  is  at  its  statutory  limit, 
and  it  requires  10  cents  of  every  tax  dol¬ 
lar  to  pay  the  interest  on  our  debt.  The 
$275  billion  Federal  debt  equals  the  full 
assessed  value  of  all  of  the  land,  build¬ 
ings,  machinery,  and  tangible  personal 
property  in  the  United  States.  Our  debt 
is  larger  than  the  debts  of  all  other  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  world  put  together.  Our 
Government  has  reached  tremendous 
proportions  requiring  some  2,500,000 
employees. 

The  main  difliculty  faced  by  Congress 
in  attempting  to  reduce  the  budget  stems 
from  the  fact  that  much  of  the  money  to 
be  spent  in  the  ensuing  fiscal  year  has 
already  been  provided  by  Congress  in 
authorizations  and  appropriations  per¬ 
mitting  the  purchase  of  goods  to  be  paid 
for  on  delivery  and  the  expending  of  bor¬ 
rowed  fimds.  This  obligational  authority 
prevents,  in  many  instances,  reductions 
where  cuts  might  be  justified.  Another 
factor  in  reducing  the  budget  is  the  fact 
that  so  many  expenditures  are  fixed  by 
basic  law.  One  of  the  basic  arguments 
for  reducing  the  1958  budget  is  that  the 
Federal  Government  is  simply  too  big  and 
participates  in  too  many  thing  which 
should  be  controlled  by  private  industry. 
Another  argument,  of  course,  is  that  the 
upward  trend  of  Federal  spending  is  in¬ 
flationary  and  if  continued  will  bring  on 
a  depression.  The  people  generally  were 
shocked  at  the  amounts  contained  in  the 
1958  budget  and,  in  pointing  out  places 
where  reductions  might  be  made,  much 
was  said  about  reducing  foreign  aid. 
Statements  to  the  effect  that  the  United 
States  should  get  out  of  the  foreign-aid 
business  and  look  to  the  needs  of  its  own 
taxpayers  were  heard  on  every  corner. 
With  little  understanding  existing  at  the 
present  time  concerning  the  Mutual  Se¬ 
curity  Program,  or  foreign  aid  as  you 
might  want  to  call  it,,  it  is  under¬ 
standable  why  so  many  demands 
have  been  made  that  the  foreign- 
aid  program  be  reduced  substan¬ 
tially  or  eliminated  entirely.  Com¬ 
plete  failme  on  the  pa^t  of  this  adminis¬ 
tration  and  its  predecessors  to  properly 
explain  the  Mutual  Security  Program  to 
the  people  of  this  country  is  the  reason 
for  the  major  attack  on  foreign-aid 
spending  at  this  time.  Foreign  aid  is  a 
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vital  investment  in  the  Nation’s  own  se¬ 
curity,  and  some  of  our  money  expended 
in  this  program  has  produced  results. 

This  is  the  situation  with  which  we 
were  confronted  at  the  time  the  Presi¬ 
dent  requested  $4,400,000,000  for  the  mu¬ 
tual-security  program  for  fiscal  year 
1958.  Shortly  after  hearings  were 
started  by  our  committee,  the  $4,400,- 
000,000  request  was  reduced  to  $3,864,- 
000,000  in  new  appropriations  and  re¬ 
quest  made  for  reappropriation  of 
$538,800,000  for  military  assistance.  The 
overall  amount  requested  for  reappro¬ 
priation  is  $667,050,000.  In  addition  to 
this  figure,  we  have  $93,673,000  in  the 
Special  Presidential  Fund  that  carries 
over  and  requires  no  reappropriation. 

The  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1957  as 
passed  by  the  other  body  contains  au¬ 
thorizations  amounting  to  $3,637,110,000. 
The  House  version  recommended  appro¬ 
priations  totaling  $3,136,610,000.  After 
conference  and  upon  final  passage  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1957  we  have  re¬ 
quests  totaling  $3,386,860,000. 

At  present  our  mutual-security  pro¬ 
gram  is  divided  into  four  parts — ^military 
assistance,  defense  support,  development 
assistance,  and  technical  cooperation. 
Under  military  assistance  we  have  ap¬ 
propriations  for  weapons,  equipment, 
training,  spare  parts,  and  maintenance. 
Under  defense  support  necessary  appro¬ 
priations  are  made  for  projects  such  as 
highways,  ports,  and  communications. 
Under  development  assistance  we  have 
appropriations  for  coimtries  where  no 
substantial  military  assistance  program 
was  in  force  and  pertaining  to  economic 
assistance  other  than  technical  coopera¬ 
tion.  Technical  cooperation  consists  of 
the  sharing  of  our  technical  knowledge 
and  skills  with  other  free  countries,  and 
necessary  appropriations  are  granted  to 
carry  out  this  purpose. 

The  program  as  submitted  for  fiscal 
year  1958  seeks  to  place,  defense  assist¬ 
ance  appropriations,  both  military  assist¬ 
ance  and  defense  support,  in  the  regular 
Department  of  Defense  budget  and  cre¬ 
ates  the  proposed  development  loan 
fund  which  would  be  earmarked  for  use 
to  help  finance,  independently  or  in 
partnership  with  other  public  lending 
institutions  or  private  enterprise,  sound¬ 
ly  conceived  economic  development  in 
free  countries  of  the  less  developed  areas. 
Requests  were  made  for  $500  million  in 
fiscal  year  1958  for  the  development  loan 
fund  and  for  $750  million  in  each  of  the 
2  ensuing  years  to  be  financed  through 
public -debt  authority. 

Before  taking  up  the  amounts  rec¬ 
ommended  in  this  bill  for  the  mutual- 
security  program  for  fiscal  year  1958,  it 
might  be  well  to  review  briefly  the  pur¬ 
poses  for  this  program  and  the  accom¬ 
plishments  since  its  inauguration  in 
1948.  From  1945  through  June  30,  1956, 
we  have  expended  $63,940,975,000  for 
foreign  aid.  Our  contribution  to  the 
United  Nations  Relief  and  Rehabilitation 
Agency  of  the  United  Nations  Organiza¬ 
tion  totaling  $2.3  billion  marked  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  our  foreign-aid  program.  In 
the  year  1947  President  Harry  S.  Truman 
requested  Congress  to  appropriate  neces¬ 
sary  sums  for  aid  to  Turkey  and  Greece. 


1957 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


13507 


thereby  stopping  Communist  aggression 
in  this  section  of  the  world.  In  1948  the 
Economic  Coopei'ation  Act  was  passed 
authorizing  the  European  recovery  pro¬ 
gram  as  proposed  by  Secretary  of  State 
George  C.  Marshall.  Here  we  have  the 
beginning  of  the  Marshall  plan.  Next, 
in  order  to  increase  the  defensive 
strength  of  our  allies  the  Mutual  Defense 
Assistance  Pact  was  passed  in  1949.  The 
Act  for  International  Development  of 
1950  authorized  technical  cooperation 
and  oux’  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1951 
changed  the  purpose  of  economic  aid. 
We  are  presently  operating  under  our 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954. 

The  Marshall  plan  prevented  a  col¬ 
lapse  of  western  and  southern  Europe 
and  completed  postwar  reconstruction. 
Technical  and  economic  assistance  pre¬ 
vailed  at  this  time.  Here  we  have  sub¬ 
stantial  incrementation  of  production, 
restoration  of  internal  financial  stability, 
the  economy  of  Europe,  acquisition  of 
integration  of  a  dollar  exchange  by  dol¬ 
lar  savings  and  increased  imports.  Eu¬ 
ropean  imports  increased  65  percent, 
Inter-European  trade  increased  86  per¬ 
cent,  and  production  of  agricultural 
commodities  exceeded  prewar  levels. 
The  Marshall  plan  was  a  success. 

The  Soviet  Union  with  its  show  of  force 
and  threats  in  Greece,  Iran,  Turkey,  Ma¬ 
laya,  Burma,  Philippines,  Vietnam,  and 
Korea,  took  us  out  of  the  purely  tech¬ 
nical  and  economic  aid  field  and  com¬ 
pelled  us  to  begin  our  program  of  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  and  defense  support. 

The  mutual-security  program  is  now 
considered  as  a  vital  part  of  our  foreign 
policy.  This  is  based  on  the  premise 
that  the  strength  evidenced  by  the  free 
nations  of  the  world  is  essential  to  the 
preservation  of  our  own  freedom.  It  is 
an  admitted  fact  that  today  there  is  no 
evidence  whatsoever  of  a  change  of  po¬ 
sition  or  of  a  weakening  on  the  part  of 
the  Soviet  Union.  Our  accomplishments 
under  the  Marshall  plan  are  admitted 
and  Turkey,  Greece,  and  so  far  Jordan 
are  excellent  examples  of  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  the  mutual-security  assistance 
program. 

The  plea  which  we  often  hear  that 
the  mutual-security  program  is  necessary 
to  our  national  security  and  must  be 
recognized  as  a  continuing  program  cer¬ 
tainly  has  not  been  properly  explained 
to  the  people  in  this  country.  We  have 
expended  millions  of  dollars  on  several 
programs  since  1948  which  have  not 
proved  successful.  In  some  instances 
certain  countries  receiving  our  mutual- 
security  assistance  have  handled  their 
programs  in  such  a  loose  manner  as  to 
bring  about  charges  of  graft  and  bad 
management.  Our  people  do  not  ap¬ 
prove  of  this  type  of  management  and 
our  mutual-security  program  has  suf¬ 
fered  as  a  result  of  same. 

Our  mutual-security  program  so  far 
has  not  been  operated  on  a  businesslike 
basis,  and  this  has  resulted  in  confu¬ 
sion  and  the  squandering  of  millions  of 
dollars. 

The  attention  of  our  committee  has 
from  time  to  time  been  called  to  the 
statement  that  collective  security  is  truly 
a  case  in  which  the  whole  is  greater  than 
the  sum  of  the  parts,  and  the  instru¬ 


ment  which  creates  the  whole  out  of 
these  parts  is  our  mutual-defense-assist¬ 
ance  program.  This  program  consists  of 
two  elements — first,  the  provision  of 
weapons  and  military  equipment  to 
friendly  countries;  and,  second,  economic 
aid  which  is  given  to  allied  countries  to 
compensate  their  economies  for  con¬ 
tributions  made  to  the  common  defense. 

People  generally  in  this  country  do 
not  realize  that  approximately  85  percent 
of  every  dollar  expended  in  the  mutual- 
security  program  is  for  materials,  sup¬ 
plies,  and  equipment  manufactured  and 
purchased  in  this  country.  For  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years  our  offshore  procurement 
program  was  one  part  of  this  program 
which  was  subject  to  criticism.  This 
criticism  was  justified.  We  have  heard 
charges  from  time  to  time  of  graft  and 
poor  management  on  the  part  of  some 
of  the  countries  who  have  been  receiving 
our  assistance. 

A  great  many  of  our  people  are  unable 
to  understand  the  necessity  of  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  millions  of  dollars  for 
construction  of  irrigation  projects  in 
French  West  Africa,  hydroelectric 
plants  in  Iceland,  steam-electric  sta¬ 
tions  in  Italy,  irrigation  and  power- 
development  projects  in  Portugal,  multi¬ 
purpose  dams  in  Taiwan,  thermal-power- 
generation  plants  in  Cambodia  and  Viet¬ 
nam.  hydropower  plants  in  Korea,  flood- 
control  projects  in  the  Philippines,  land- 
and  water-utilization  projects  in  Egypt, 
irrigation  projects  in  India,  Nepal,  and 
Ethiopia,  together  with  all  the  other 
projects  constructed  to  date,  totaling  197. 
These  projects  were  constructed  in  42 
countries,  and  a  number  of  them  cannot 
be  justified. 

Sixty-seven  out  of  eighty-seven  coun¬ 
tries  in  the  world  have  received  aid  of 
some  form  under  our  mutual  security 
program.  In  fiscal  year  1958  10  coun¬ 
tries  will  receive  military  assistance,  28 
countries  will  receive  military  and  eco¬ 
nomic  assistance,  and  21  countries  will 
receive  economic  aid. 

As  the  leading  Nation  of  the  world 
today  we  have  assumed  obligations 
which  in  the  past  were  generally  pro¬ 
vided  for  by  Great  Britain.  At  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  20th  century  Great  Bri¬ 
tain  was  acknowledged  as  the  greatest 
country  in  the  world.  In  1900  the  Brit¬ 
ish  Empire  consisted  of  more  than  60 
colonies  or  one-fourth  of  the  globe.  In 
1939  the  British  population  totaled  563 
million  but,  according  to  current  esti¬ 
mates,  Great  Britain’s  population  in  1959 
will  amount  to  only  some  30  million. 
During  the  19th  century  Great  Britain, 
as  the  leading  world  power,  developed  a 
great  many  undeveloped  countries  of  the 
world.  Great  Britain’s  present  financial 
trouble  is  the  result  of  the  “Workshop 
of  the  World’’  being  seriously  out  of  date 
in  many  respects  and  with  concentration 
shifting  to  other  countries  with  newer 
methods.  The  burden  of  the  tremendous 
defense  program  over  an  extended  pe¬ 
riod  of  time  has  finally  taken  its  toll. 
As  Great  Britain  loses  her  empire,  the 
United  States  is  called  upon  to  assist 
these  new  countries  of  the  world  eco¬ 
nomically.  Both  of  our  countries  are 
now  caught  in  an  inflationary  spiral. 
Our  assistance  economically  and  miU- 


tarily  to  the  new  countries  is  to  keep 
them  from  going  behind  the  Iron  Cur¬ 
tain.  A  total  of  19  nations  have  re¬ 
ceived  their  independence  since  1945, 
and  their  combined  populations  amount 
to  700  million  people.  A  great  many  of 
these  nations,  such  as  Ghana,  are  in 
need  of  roads,  schools,  sanitation  proj¬ 
ects,  and  many  other  projects  which,  if 
granted,  will  raise  their  economic  stand¬ 
ards.  The  question  is  just  how  far  can 
we  go  with  our  mutual  security  program 
in  aiding  the  new  nations  of  the  world. 
We  must  stop  and  take  a  new  look  at  our 
entire  program. 

Can  we  depend  on  foreign  aid  as  an 
insti-ument  of  our  foreign  policy?  We 
are  today  making  an  intensive  effort  to 
answer  that  question.  During  the  past 
few  months  a  citizens  committee  was 
sent  around  the  world  to  ascertain  what, 
if  anything,  foreign  aid  is  accomplish¬ 
ing.  This  committee,  under  the  able 
leadership  of  Benjamin  Fair  less,  pro¬ 
poses  that  foreign  aid  programs  be  con¬ 
tinued  at  about  their  present  levels  with, 
however,  greater  emphasis  given  upon 
the  making  of  private  investments. 

We  should  keep  in  mind  that  the  cost 
of  maintaining  an  American  soldier  in 
this  country  is  $3,511  annually.  This  does 
not  include  the  weapons,  equipment, 
transportation,  and  other  costs  which  go 
into  making  him  an  effective  fighting 
man  in  any  part  of  the  world.  By  con¬ 
trast,  the  cost  to  pay,  house,  feed,  and 
clothe  a  French  soldier  is  $1,440,  Paki¬ 
stani  $485,  National  Chinese  $142,  and  a 
Turk  $105.  The  figure  of  $3,511  for  an 
American  soldier  is  only  about  half  of 
what  it  costs  to  maintain  an  American 
soldier  worldwide.  The  cost  of  main¬ 
taining  an  American  soldier  abroad  is 
approximately  $7,100  per  capita  per  year. 

In  Korea  our  problem  is  almost  entirely 
military.  Korea  is  still  in  a  state  of 
suspended  war  and  here  the  sole  hope 
rests  upon  the  presence  of  American  and 
United  Nations  troops  on  her  soil.  In 
Formosa,  we  intended  in  the  beginning 
to  prevent  the  island  from  going  to  the 
Communists  and  this  has  been  accom¬ 
plished.  So  far  our  assistance  to  Japan 
has  paid  dividends.  If  Japan  deserts  the 
free  world,  our  position  in  the  Pacific 
would  become  almost  untenable. 

In  considering  our  foreign-aid  pro¬ 
gram  together  with  our  foreign  policy,  I 
am  just  wondering  if  our  2,000  foreign- 
aid  projects  underway  throughout  the 
world  today,  can  be  properly  adminis¬ 
tered  effectively  and  if  our  people  in 
charge  of  these  projects  know  enough 
about  the  countries  concerned  to  carry 
this  number  at  one  time. 

Our  people  know  very  little  about  the 
projects  or  the  purposes  of  the  projects 
which  we  have  underway  throughout  the 
world  today.  There  is  considerable  dis¬ 
tortion  and  misunderstanding  of  this 
entire  program.  Our  people  are  not  ade¬ 
quately  informed  regarding  conditions  in 
the  countries  receiving  aid.  Some  for¬ 
eign-aid  information  is  available  to  the 
public,  but  military  and  diplomatic  se¬ 
crecy  prevails  in  many  instances.  For 
instance,  the  Department  of  Defense  dis¬ 
closed  that  from  January  through  De¬ 
cember  of  1956,  our  allies  received 
$1,100,000,000  worth  of  planes,  $118  mil- 
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lion  worth  of  tanks  and  combat  vehicles, 
$110  million  worth  of  ships,  and  $189 
million  worth  of  electronic  and  commu¬ 
nications  equipment.  The  Department 
of  Defense  very  carefully  omitted  naming 
the  countries  receiving  this  equipment  or 
any  part  of  same.  We  have  built  up  a 
complicated  extensive  program  and  dis¬ 
seminated  information  abroad  regarding 
the  United  States,  but  our  agencies,  such 
as  the  United  States  Information  Agency, 
are  not  pennitted  under  present  law  to 
disseminate  information  to  the  people  in 
this  country. 

Since  World  War  II,  we  have  clearly 
demonstrated  to  the  world  that  we  can 
produce  and  share  great  quantities  of 
wealth.  We  have,  through  the  volume 
of  our  foreign  aid,  made  many  mistakes 
and  squandered  much  money.  If  a 
smaller  amount  of  aid  v/ere  given  after 
more  careful  planning  the  results  re¬ 
ceived  would  be  considerably  more  effec¬ 
tive  than  the  larger  amount  which  we 
have  attempted  to  administer  mechani¬ 
cally. 

In  making  his  annual  request  for  mu¬ 
tual  security,  our  President  recom¬ 
mended  that  foreign-aid  activities  be 
placed  on  a  continuing  authorization 
basis  and  that  military  assistance  and 
defense  support  be  included  in  the  regu¬ 
lar  budget  of  the  Defense  Department. 
I  do  not  agree  with  either  proposal.  It 
is  obvious  that  the  placing  of  nearly  all 
of  the  foreign-aid  program  on  a  con¬ 
tinuing  basis  is  an  attempt  to  remove 
this  annual  problem  from  the  public’s 
attention,  as  well  as  that  of  Congress. 
Transfer  of  military  aid  and  defense 
support  to  the  defense  budget  is  simply 
a  method  of  attempting  to  bury  the 
larger  portion  of  each  year’s  foreign  out¬ 
lay.  The  American  taxpayer  foots  the 
bill  and  is  entitled  to  know  just  what  is 
going  on. 

The  new  development  loan  fund  pro¬ 
gram  would  start  with  an  initial  appro¬ 
priation  of  $500  million  for  1958.  The 
authorization  act  provides  for  the  sum 
of  $625  million  for  fiscal  year  1959.  In 
other  words,  the  program  is  limited  to 
a  2-year  period.  Loans  made  under  this 
program  would  be  replaceable  in  either 
dollars  or  local  currencies,  and  they 
would  be  soft  loans.  Development  loans 
under  the  proposal  as  submitted  this 
year  would  be  made  directly  to  the  coun¬ 
try,  or  as  a  guaranty  to  private  business¬ 
men  who  are  prepared  to  invest  their 
own  resources.  Loans  could  be  made  to 
public  or  industrial  banks  which,  in  turn, 
would  make  investment  capital  available 
to  qualified  private  businessmen  or 
farmers.  This  money  would  be  used  to 
buy  the  obligations  of  new  productive 
business  which  would  later  be  sold  to 
private  individuals  to  be  used  to  finance 
activities  which  support  or  supplement 
opportunities  for  privately  financed 
ventures. 

The  Pairless  report  states  that  loans 
by  the  United  States  repayable  in  in¬ 
convertible  currencies  of  foreign  nations 
are  undesirable,  and  the  practice  of 
granting  them  should  be  terminated. 
This  report  further  states  that  our  rela¬ 
tions  with  other  countries  will  suffer 
from  United  States  control  of  large 
amounts  of  their  currencies,  and  the 


soundness  of  the  loan  device  should  not 
be  jeopardized  by  inviting  repayment  in 
foreign  currencies  which  cannot  be  free¬ 
ly  spent  by  the  United  States.  This  is 
in  direct  contradiction  to  the  proposal 
of  the  State  Department  today. 

In  reviewing  our  foreign-aid  program 
over  the  years  we  find  that  in  fiscal  year 
1953  the  budget  request  amounted  to  $7,- 
914,000,000  with  $6,143,000,000  approved. 
The  reduction  amounted  to  $1,771,000,- 
000  or  a  22.4  percent  cut;  in  1954,  $7,- 
689,000,000  requested  with  $4,725,000,000 
granted  thereby  resulting  in  a  38.5  per¬ 
cent  cut;  in  1955,  $3,510,000,000  requested 
with  $2,781,000,000  granted  thereby  re¬ 
sulting  in  a  20.8  percent  cut;  in  1956,  $3,- 
530,000,000  requested  with  $2,703,000,000 
granted  thereby  resulting  in  a  23.4  per¬ 
cent  cut;  in  1957,  $4,860,000,000  re¬ 
quested  with  $3,767,000,000  granted 
thereby  resulting  in  a  22.5  percent  cut. 
Each  year  great  noises  result  from  a 
reduction  by  our  subcommittee  of  the 
amounts  requested  for  foreign  aid,  but 
no  satisfactory  evidence  has  ever  been 
presented  to  our  committee  after  the  re¬ 
ductions  were  made  showing  that  the 
cuts  adversely  affected  the  foreign-aid 
program.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is 
that  the  annual  multi-billion-dollar  car¬ 
ryover  of  unexpended  military  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  funds  indicates  just  the  con¬ 
trary.  This  proves  that  our  reductions 
still  left  adequate  funds  for  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  recommend  the  fol¬ 
lowing  amounts  for  our  mutual-security 
program  for  fiscal  year  1958: 


Eecpiest 

Recom¬ 

mended 

Thousands 

Thousands 

].  Militory  assistance _ 

$1, 900, 000 

$1, 250, 000 

2.  Defen.se  support _ 

900,000 

685,000 

3.  Do velopmeiit  loan  fund-.. 

600,  COO 

300,000 

4.  Special  as.sistanee . . 

5.  Technical  cooperation. 

300,000 

175,000 

United  States _ 

6.  Latin  American  economic 
development _ 

151,900 

113,000 

7.  Atoms  for  peace _ _ 

7,000 

8.  North  Atlantic  Treaty 

Organizatiou. _ 

9.  Technical  cooperation, 

2,700 

1,500 

United  Natiou.s _ 

10.  Technical  cooperation. 
Organization  of  Ameri- 

15,500 

15,500 

can  States _ 

1,.500 

1,500 

n.  Joint  control  areas . . 

12.  Intergovernmental  Com¬ 
mittee  for  European  Mi- 

11,500 

11,600 

gration _ _ 

13.  United  Nations  Refugee 

12,50a 

12,500 

Fund _ _ 

2,233 

2,233 

14.  F.scapce  program . . 

15.  United  States  Children’s 

6,500 

6,600 

Fund. _ _ 

11,000 

11,000 

10.  Ocean  freight _ 

2,200 

2,200 

17.  Control  act  expen.ses _ 

18.  Administrative  expenses. 

1,300 

1,000 

ICA . 

19.  Administrative  expenses. 

35,000 

32, 750 

State . . 

4,677 

4,577 

This  bill  carries  an  appropriation  of 
$15,500,000  for  the  United  Nations  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  program.  This  is  a  suc¬ 
cessful  program  and  benefits  have  been 
derived  by  nations  throughout  the  world. 
The  prestige  of  the  United  Nations  is 
not  on  the  wane  and  our  people  believe 
in  the  futm'e  of  this  fine  organization. 
The  U.  N.  as  an  organization  cannot 
prevent  war  by  means  of  the  General 
Assembly  and  the  Security  Council  alone. 
Programs  such  as  the  United  Nations 
Technical  Assistance  Progi-am,  which 
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started  in  1950,  have  played  a  major  part 
in  uniting  the  nations  of  the  world  and 
through  economic  and  social  advance¬ 
ment  removed  disturbing  influences  and 
problems  which  bring  about  war. 

The  total  cost  of  our  mutual  security 
program  each  year  is  only  a  small  por¬ 
tion  of  the  estimated  cost  of  another 
war,  which  in  all  probability  would  be 
the  last  war.  As  we  continue  our 
struggle  for  peace,  we  must  remember 
that  the  gross  tabulation  of  monetary 
costs  for  the  United  States  for  World 
War  I  was  $66,592,966,000;  World  War 
II,  $449,678,266,000;  the  Korean  war 
cost  $150,878,533,000  making  a  total  for 
the  three  wars  of  $677,149,765,000. 

Democracy  and  communism  cannot 
coexist  in  the  same  world.  Our  study  of 
history  discloses  the  fact  that  tyranny 
and  despotism  eventually  destroy  them¬ 
selves.  We  know  that  the  world  cannot 
exist  on  a  half -slave,  half -free  basis  and 
until  we  have  some  show  of  sincerity  and 
positive  action  on  the  part  of  Russia,  it 
would  be  foolish  to  let  down  our  de¬ 
fenses.  The  day  of  the  huge  buildup 
for  war  has  passed  and  we  can  no  longer 
wait  until  we  are  pushed  into  war  to 
begin  building  our  strength. 

A  powerful  America  carries  with  it 
the  best  assurance  against  a  global  war 
and  the  best  assurance  of  security  in 
the  event  of  war.  To  me,  preparedness 
is  simply  a  matter  of  degree.  Our  indus¬ 
trial  superiority  over  the  Soviet  Union 
is  admitted.  The  fact  that  we  have 
strategically  located  throughout  the 
world  some  250  air  bases,  which  can  be 
used  to  carry  the  attack  quickly,  has, 
according  to  my  opinion,  prevented  a 
sudden  attack  on  this  country.  Our 
Mutual  Security  Program  has  placed  us 
in  a  position  of  being  able  to  obtain 
and  maintain  strategic  air  bases  com¬ 
pletely  encircling  the  Soviet  Union. 

In  developing  our  foreign  policy  and 
in  considering  our  mutual-security  pro¬ 
gram  we  must  realize  that  the  free 
world  is  today  threatened  by  the  most 
dangerous  aggregation  of  aggressive 
power  in  our  entire  history. 

In  some  instances  assistance  has  been 
granted  which  works  an  extreme  hard¬ 
ship  on  segments  of  our  own  population. 
Agriculture  is  one  good  example.  As¬ 
sistance  to  foreign  agriculture  during 
fiscal  year  1956  under  the  mutual-secu¬ 
rity  program  totaled  $136,882,000.  We 
have  technical-assistance  programs  in 
sixty-odd  countries  and  in  two-thirds 
of  these  countries  we  have  agricultural 
programs.  We  have  expended  over  a 
billion  dollars  of  our  money  in  foreign 
agricultural  programs  and  in  addition 
to  this  amount  some  $500  million  has 
been  expended  for  agricultural  machin¬ 
ery  and  equipment.  This  equipment 
was  given  to  farmers  throughout  the 
world  who  compete  with  American  agri¬ 
culture.  Prom  time  to  time  we  hear 
complaints  from  our  farmers  concerning 
this  matter  and  to  me  their  complaints 
are  justified.  During  the  fiscal  year 
1956  several  million  dollars  of  our 
money  was  expended  for  agricultural 
machinery,  fertilizer,  seeds,  and  pesti¬ 
cides.  Under  the  present  budget  pro¬ 
posals  for  mutual  security,  between  $175 
million  and  $200  million  of  the  total 
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amount  requested  will  be  used  to  acquire 
surplus  farm  commodities  under  the 
mutual-security  program. 

With  only  6  percent  of  the  world’s 
population  the  burdens  that  we  carry 
today  are  tremendous.  Our  mutual- 
security  program  requires  more  study, 
consideration,  and  more  careful  plan¬ 
ning.  Conflicts  in  the  technical-assist¬ 
ance  programs  of  this  country  and  the 
United  Nations  organization  should  be 
eliminated.  The  American  people  should 
be  informed,  not  only  of  the  mutual- 
secm-ity  program  and  its  primary  aims, 
but  should  also  be  infoi’med  of  the  Ex¬ 
port-Import  Bank  loans.  International 
Bank  loans,  World  Bank  loans,  or  loans 
from  any  other  source  financed  by  this 
country  which  are  directly  or  indirectly 
a  part  of  our  foreign-aid  program.  The 
amounts  involved  vmder  Public  Law  480 
sales  and  their  use  in  the  mutual-secu¬ 
rity  program  should  be  clarified  and 
made  a  part  of  the  record. 

The  total  sales  proceeds  under  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  which  have  been  received 
from  the  beginning  of  this  program  from 
March  31,  1957,  amount  to  $1,044,000,000 
equivalent  in  foreign  cun-encies.  Nego¬ 
tiated  agreements  will  provide  addi¬ 
tional  sales  proceeds  of  $1,053,000,000 
making  the  total  $2,097,000,000.  This 
estimate  cairies  through  the  month  of 
June  of  this  year.  Of  this  amount  of 
$2,097,000,000  there  have  been  loan 
agreements  amounting  to  $386  million. 
The  sums  not  as  yet  covered  by  signed 
loan  agreements  but  provided  for  under 
the  arrangements  made  in  the  sales 
agreement  and  ultimately  to  be  covered 
by  loan  agreements  consist  of  another 
$759  million  which  makes  a  total  of 
$1,145,000,000  which  is  either  already 
covered  by  loan  agreements  or  will  be 
covered  by  loan  agreements.  Public 
Law  480  currencies  are  available  under 
certain  restrictions.  The  restrictions 
are  contained  in  the  law  and  require  us 
to  use  the  currencies  in  our  development 
activities  in  the  country  where  obtained 
with  a  loan  made  back  to  the  countiv 
which  in  turn  uses  the  currencies  in  the 
development  field.  We  have  the  right 
to  approve  the  project  for  which  the 
countiy  uses  these  funds.  In  some  cases 
these  currencies  are  used  for  loans  to 
private  organizations  and  in  other  cases 
the  Government  uses  them  direct. 

As  of  June  30,  1957,  there  was  in  the 
pipeline  some  $6,195,00'0,000  in  unde¬ 
livered  materials,  commodities,  and 
services.  We  have  on  the  military  as¬ 
sistance  side  alone  $4,262,000,000  of 
undelivered  military  items  and  services. 
We  can  add  to  the  amount  in  the  pipe¬ 
line  the  sum  of  $1  billion  in  counterpart 
fimds  in  other  local  currencies  generated 
by  the  mutual-security  program. 

Our  counterpart  accounts  as  of  March 
31,  1957,  for  29  countries  totals  $1,062,- 
955,201. 

In  order  to  ascertain  the  increase  in 
strength  of  the  other  nations  of  the  free 
world,  we  might  compare  the  years  1950 
and  1956.  In  1950  our  allies  active 
ground  forces  numbered  about  31/2  mil¬ 
lion  poorly  equipped  men.  Their  naval 
forces  contained  less  than  1,000  com¬ 
batant  vessels.  Their  air  forces  con¬ 
tained  11,500  aircraft  with  less  than  500 
of  this  number  being  jets.  By  the  end 


of  1956  the  situation  had  changed  con¬ 
siderably.  At  this  time  we  have  4,800,- 
000  in  the  ground  forces  of  our  allies, 
with  over  2,300  combatant  vessels  in 
their  navies,  and  over  12,000  conven¬ 
tional  aircraft  with  the  number  of  jet 
aircraft  increasing  to  nearly  11,000. 
The  men  in  these  forces  are  now  well 
trained  and  organized  and  properly 
equipped. 

We  have  grant-aid  programs  in  38 
foreign  countries  with  military  advisory 
groups  located  in  each  country.  In  73 
foreign  countries  and  United  States  pos¬ 
sessions  we  have,  in  addition  to  military 
advisory  groups,  military  personnel.  In 
some  of  the  countries  our  military  per¬ 
sonnel  is  small  and  in  others  the  number 
runs  into  the  thousands. 

The  economy  of  this  country  and  every 
country  of  the  world  must  be  strong 
enough  and  suflicient  to  provide  neces¬ 
sary  defense  expenditures.  In  this  coun¬ 
try  10.1  percent  of  our  gross  national 
product  is  used  for  defense  expenditures. 
By  way  of  comparison,  we  find  that 
Prance  uses  8  percent,  Cambodia  1 1  per¬ 
cent,  Laos  36  percent,  Taiwan  16  per¬ 
cent,  Vietnam  11  percent,  and  Italy  4 
percent. 

We  have  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$33,759,850,000  for  the  operation  of  the 
Army,  Air  Force,  Navy,  and  the  Marines 
for  the  fiscal  year  begiiming  July  1,  1957. 
The  duplications  and  tensions  among  the 
services  in  this  country  are  real  and  cost¬ 
ly.  Complete  unification  in  our  services 
would  bring  about  a  savings  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $6  billion  each  year. 

In  considering  our  mutual  security  pro¬ 
gram  we  must  realize  that  the  free  world 
is  today  threatened  by  the  most  danger¬ 
ous  aggregation  of  aggressive  power  in 
our  entire  history.  We  have  made  many 
mistakes  in  this  program  since  its  incep¬ 
tion,  and,  as  a  result,  millions  of  dollars 
have  been  squandered.  This  program 
has  not  been  operated  orr  a  businesslike 
basis  and  such  action  has  resulted  in  con¬ 
fusion.  The  question  as  to  whether  or 
not  we  can  depend  on  foreign  aid  as  an 
instrument  of  our  foreign  policy  has  not 
been  fully  answered.  We  should  also 
remember  that  the  strength  evidenced 
by  the  free  nations  of  the  world  is  es¬ 
sential  to  the  preservation  of  our  free¬ 
dom.  I  sincerely  believe  that  a  powerful 
America  is  om  best  assurance  against  a 
global  war  and  I  believe  that  it  is  to  our 
best  interest  to  continue  to  secure  and 
operate  strategic  air  bases  under  our  mu¬ 
tual  security  program  for  protection  not 
only  to  ourselves  but  to  the  free  world 
generally. 

Our  committee  recommends  this  bill  to 
the  Members  of  the  House. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentlemen  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Canfield]. 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  like 
my  good  friend  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Natcher],  who 
has  just  left  the  well  of  the  House,  I 
labor  here  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  and  I  sleep  better  at  night  because 
of  the  strength  of  the  military  bases  the 
free  world  has  today  encircling  the 
U.  S.  S.  R.  I  am,  however,  at  this  mo¬ 
ment  concerned  about  a  statement  made 
earlier  in  the  day  by  the  distinguished 


gentleman  from  New  York,  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  House  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations,  and  I  propose  to 
ask  him  one  question. 

Before  doing  that,  however,  1  wish  to 
read  a  short  statement  from  the  report 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs  authorizing  this  legislation.  The 
statement  is  this : 

The  need  for  the  military  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  is  clear.  Our  assistance  is  a  vital  ad¬ 
junct  to  the  defense  efforts  of  our  allies  and 
to  our  own  defense.  •  •  *  If  the  United 
States  were  to  endeavor  to  achieve  a  com¬ 
parable  defense  status  from  its  own  fxinds 
and  manpower,  it  would  be  impossible.  For 
example,  it  costs  per  year  to  pay,  house,  feed, 
and  clothe  the  average  military  man  of  our 
allies  on  his  own  soil,  for  Turks,  $105;  for 
Koreans,  $117;  for  free  Chinese,  $142;  for 
Italians,  $837;  while  the  comparable  cost  for 
a  United  States  military  man,  without  arms, 
is  $3,511,  to  which  must  be  added  $3,000  per 
year  for  transportation  and  maintenance, 
making  a  total  of  approximately  $6,600. 

That  is  the  cost  for  an  American  GI 
to  be  sustained  abroad. 

Now,  this  is  the  question  I  wish  to  ad¬ 
dress  to  my  friend  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber]  :  What  effect  will  the  cuts  in  this 
bill  have  on  requirements  for  and  costs 
of  our  own  American  troops  abroad?  I 
know  the  gentleman  discoursed  on  that 
subject  in  committee  earlier  today. 
Would  he  say  something  about  it  now? 

Mr.  TABER.  It  would  be  impossible 
to  state,  but  it  costs  them  just  about  10 
percent  of  what  it  costs  us  to  maintain 
a  soldier. 

Ml-.  CANFIELD.  Having  in  mind  the 
Communist  threat  at  this  hour,  does  it 
not,  perchance,  mean  also  that  we  may 
have  to  send  and  keep  perhaps  more 
American  boys  abroad? 

Mr.  TABER.  It  certainly  does. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  I  yield  to  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylva¬ 
nia. 

Mr.  FULTON.  It  costs  the  United 
States  today  $6,600  a  year  to  keep  an 
American  soldier  stationed  abroad,  so 
we  need  the  troops  of  our  friends  and 
allies  as  an  economy  measure  for  both 
American  men,  and  American  taxpayers’ 
dollars.  It  means  that  if  we  in  Congress 
do  not  keep  these  foreign  troops  stand¬ 
ing  with  us  on  their  own  soil,  there  will 
have  to  be  possibly  an  additional  draft 
of  American  men  to  fill  the  gap  to  man 
the  vital  chain  of  security  bases  so  nec¬ 
essary  to  the  defense  of  America  and  the 
free  world. 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  That  is  the  testi¬ 
mony  and  the  President  and  Command¬ 
er  in  Chief  has  today  emphasized  his 
repeated  warnings  against  these  severe 
cuts  he  insists  are  dangerous  to  our  own 
security.  He  has  also  established  the 
cuts  to  be  false  economy.  No  one  is 
more  anxious  than  he  to  make  it  un¬ 
necessary  for  more  American  GI’s  to  be 
sent  abroad. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  allay  any  misunder¬ 
standing,  and  if  we  stay  near  homeplate 
and  not  get  out  into  the  outfield  we 
might  understand  the  bill  better,  we  are 
providing  ample  funds  according  to  the 
record.  I  think  it  is  necessary  occasion- 
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ally  to  indicate  that  we  are  providing 
ample  funds  in  this  bill  to  do  everything 
that  the  agency  wants  to  and  for  a 
period  of  about  2V2  years, 

Mr.  CHELF.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Is  it  tnie  that  there  is 
56  billion  now  in  the  pipeline? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  $6,195,000,000. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Is  it  true  that  there  was 
$550  million  unexpended  which  will  have 
to  be  reappropriated? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Tliere  is  $538,800,000 
unobligated  in  the  military  assistance 
program,  and  $229  million  in  the  other 
programs. 

Mr.  CHELF.  And  there  is  an  addi¬ 
tional  $1  billion  of  counterpart  funds 
available? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Those  funds  are 
made  available  by  another  bill,  and  that 
is  true,  I  understand. 

Mr.  CHELF.  And  is  there  not  another 
$1  billion  also  available  that  is  surplus 
from  the  sale  of  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  That  is  in  another 
bill. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Public  Law  480. 

Mr.  PASSMAN,  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  CHELF.  In  other  words,  there  is 
available  for  foreign  aid,  and  military 
support  in  some  form  or  another  about 
$8.5  billion  to  these  67  countries  that 
are  looking  to  us  for  support?  This  is 
true  if  we  do  not  appropriate  1  dime 
more  today. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  10  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr, 
Denton], 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  congratulate  the  chairman  of  this 
subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana,  the  Honorable  Otto  Passman, 
upon  the  manner  in  w’hich  he  has  con¬ 
ducted  the  hearing  of  this  subcommit¬ 
tee  dealing  with  the  foreign-aid  appro¬ 
priation.  I  know  it  has  been  a  difficult 
task  for  Otto,  since  he  has  not  been  a 
supporter  of  the  foreign-aid  program. 
However,  in  the  hearings,  I  think  he  was 
eminently  fair,  and  he  has  woi'ked  un¬ 
tiringly  to  ascertain  the  facts  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  program,  and  as  the  result 
of  his  efforts  I  think  this  Congress  will 
know  a  great  deal  more  about  the  finan¬ 
cial  affairs  of  the  International  Coop¬ 
eration  Administration,  which  admin¬ 
isters  foreign-aid  funds,  than  do  some 
of  the  people  connected  with  that  agency. 

I  have  always  been  a  supported  of  the 
foreign-aid  program.  I  voted  for  it  this 
year.  However,  the  testimony  during 
these  hearings  before  our  committee  has 
been  very  disillusioning  to  me.  I  have 
often  wondered  just  what  the  long-range 
foreign-aid  policy  of  the  United  States 
was.  I  think  the  attitude  of  this  admin¬ 
istration  in  regard  to  our  foreign  aid  is 
summarized  by  a  statement  made  by 
Secretary  of  State  Dulles.  When  he 
appeared  before  our  committee,  I  was 
questioning  him  about  foreign  loans  and 
suggested  that  while  these  might  have  a 
temporary  beneficial  effect  upon  our  for¬ 
eign  relations  policy,  that  when  the  loans 
became  due  and  the  debtor  nations  were 


unable  to  repay  the  soft  loans,  this  might 
cause  strained  relations  with  the  debtor 
nation  and  do  nothing  but  defeat  our 
purpose.  In  reply  to  that, ,  Secretary 
Dulles  said,  “This  will  be  the  problem 
of  some  other  Secretary  of  State,  and 
not  me.”  Is  not  that  indicative  of  the 
present  short-range  foreign-aid  policy 
of  the  United  States? 

Let  me  give  you  two  examples  of  what 
I  consider  our  shortsightedness.  After 
the  outbreak  of  the  fighting  in  the  Near 
East  during  the  Suez  Canal  crisis,  which 
might  have  been  avoided  but  for  the 
needless  meddling  of  the  Secretary  in 
their  affairs,  the  United  States  tried 
hastily  to  get  control  of  the  situation  by 
cultivating  the  favor  of  King  Saud  of 
Arabia.  He  was  invited  to  the  United 
States  and  was  entertained  by  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  a  style  never  before  shown  a 
visiting  monarch.  He  has  an  income 
from  oil  wells  of  over  a  million  dollars 
a  day.  How  much  our  Government  pays 
him  under  the  foreign-aid  program,  of 
course,  is  classified  information.  He 
has  a  huge  fleet  of  jeweled  Cadillacs,  two 
dozen  aid-conditioned  palances,  and 
more  than  a  thousand  slave  girls.  On 
the  other  hand,  his  subjects  live  in  ab¬ 
ject  poverty,  filth,  and  disease,  and  King 
Saud  spends  more  for  palace  furniture 
and  chinaware  than  he  does  for  public 
improvements  and  the  welfare  of  his 
7  million  people.  Will  such  elaborate 
gestures  to  such  a  man  gain  us  any  re¬ 
spect  among  the  Arabs  over  whom  he 
rules?  While  this  might  give  us  a  tem¬ 
porary  advantage  in  our  dealings  with 
the  Near  and  Far  East  countries,  are 
not  we  perpetuating  a  condition  where 
the  Communists  have  a  fertile  field  for 
propaganda? 

Then  in  the  countries  that  formerly 
made  up  Indochina,  Laos,  Vietnam,  and 
Cambodia,  we  are  spending  large  sums 
of  money  to  support  their  currency.  In 
South  Vietnam  it  is  reported  to  be  $20 
million  a  month  and  as  I  remember  the 
testimony  in  the  hearings  on  the  author¬ 
ization  bill,  someone  stated  we  were 
spending  $400  million  a  year  to  support 
the  currency  in  these  countries,  although 
this  figure  seems  large  to  me.  However, 
this  money  is  not  going  to  the  people  of 
the  country  for  their  benefit,  but  it  in¬ 
ures  to  the  benefit  of  the  money  specu¬ 
lators.  Now,  the  American  people  have 
always  been  ready,  on  Christian  and  hu¬ 
mane  principles,  to  help  others  less  for¬ 
tunate  than  themselves.  But  today,  we 
have  a  debt  that  exceeds  that  of  all  the 
other  nations.  We  are  one  of  the  most 
heavily  taxed  nations  and  have  a  con¬ 
tinually  rising  cost  of  living.  We  are 
asking  our  people  to  tighten  belts  in  or¬ 
der  to  aid  many  nations  which  are  im- 
willing  to  tax  their  own  holders  of  large 
wealth.  This  policy  we  are  asked  to 
.support  might  give  us  a  temporary  ad¬ 
vantage,  but  what  is  going  to  be  the 
long-range  effect  of  it?  This  cannot  be 
shi'ugged  off  with  the  statement  that 
“someone  else  will  be  Secretary  of  State 
at  that  time.” 

I  realize  the  foreign-aid  expenditure 
program  has  potentialities  of  great  bene¬ 
fit  to  this  country  and  I  am  support¬ 
ing  the  program  with  the  hope  that 
some  of  its  defects  may  be  corrected,  and 
because  it  is  one  of  the  principal  meth- 
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ods  of  this  administration  in  dealing 
with  foreign  nations. 

As  usual,  I  have  heard  of  the  dire 
consequences  that  will  befall  this  Nation 
if  ICA  is  not  given  every  penny  it  has 
requested.  This  is  nothing  new.  I  w'ent 
on  this  committee  3  years  ago  and  at 
the  end  of  that  first  year  we  discovered 
this  agency  had  $620  million  unexpended 
funds,  and  later,  an  additional  $268  mil¬ 
lion  was  ofimd  which  they  explained 
they  did  not  know  they  had.  In  violation 
of  an  agreement  with  our  committee, 
they  reserved  $620  million  on  the  last 
day  of  the  fiscal  year.  Om’  committee 
cut  their  appropriation  $750  million,  and 
there  was  the  usual  cry  that  the  secur¬ 
ity  of  the  United  States  was  being  im¬ 
perilled,  but  when  the  the  agency  came 
before  our  committee  a  year  later,  they 
had  not  been  able  to  spend  all  of  the 
money  appropriated  and  had  a  surplus 
of  $200  million. 

Last  year  we  cut  the  budget  request 
approximately  $1  billion  and  there  was 
the  same  outcry  about  the  security  of 
the  Nation  but  when  the  agency  came 
before  our  committee  this  year,  they  had 
a  surplus,  not  a  deficit,  of  a  little  over 
$760  million.  We  hear  again  this  same 
complaint  that  if  a  penny  is  cut  from 
the  request  of  this  agency  due  conse¬ 
quences  will  result  to  the  world.  I  wish 
someone  would  read  the  story  to  ICA  of 
the  boy  who  cried  “wolf.”  I  predict  that 
this  agency  will  be  unable  to  spend  the 
amount  of  money  recommended  by  this 
subcommittee  this  year  and  that  next 
year,  again  they  will  demand  the  moon, 
and  we  will  find  they  have  not  been  able 
to  spend  all  the  money  that  was  appro¬ 
priated  this  year. 

This  committee  has  recommended 
more  money  in  many  categories  than 
this  agency  will  be  permitted  to  spend 
under  the  directive  issued  by  the  Director 
of  the  Budget  on  June  28,  1957.  On 
June  28,  1957,  the  Dirctor  issued  a  direc¬ 
tive  providing  that  the  direct  obligations 
should  not  rise  above  the  level  for  the 
fiscal  year  1957.  In  practically  every  in¬ 
stance,  this  committee  has  recom¬ 
mended  an  appropriation  that  goes  be¬ 
yond  what  the  agency  can  spend.  In 
this  connection,  let  me  call  attention  to 
a  fallacy  in  the  statement  which  has 
been  reprinted  in  some  of  the  newspapers 
over  and  over  again.  It  is  to  the  effect 
that  Congress  authorized  this  agency  to 
spend  only  the  sum  of  $3.3  billion.  This 
agency  was  authorized  to  spend  the  sum 
of  $3.3  billion  and  the  imexpended  sum 
it  had,  which  would  bi'ing  the  amount  to 
over  $4  billion. 

Last  year  ICA  spent  only  $3.3  billion. 
If  the  Director’s  directive  is  followed, 
the  appropi’iation  would  have  to  be  over 
$700  million  below  the  authorization. 

Last  year  the  principal  cuts  made  by 
this  committee  are  in  four  categories; 

First.  For  military  assistance.  This 
committee  recommended  that  $1,250,- 
000,000  be  spent  for  that  purpose,  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  a  carryover  of  $538,800,000 
making  a  total  of  $1,788,800,000  avail¬ 
able  for  that  purpose.  Last  year  this 
agency  obligated  $1,674,200,000.  This 
means  we  have  authorized  or  obligated 
$114,600,000  more  than  can  be  obligated 
under  the  directive  of  the  Budget  Di¬ 
rector. 
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Second.  For  defense  support.  Our 
committee  has  recommended  $585  mil¬ 
lion  for  this  purpose,  and  that  ICA  be 
permitted  to  spend  the  unexpended  bal¬ 
ance  in  this  fund  of  $36  million.  This 
makes  a  total  amount  available  of  $621 
million.  You  will  remember  that  the 
House  of  Representatives  in  no  uncer¬ 
tain  terms  limited  the  authorization  for 
this  purpose  to  $600  million.  We  are 
now  appropriating  $21  million  more 
than  that. 

Third.  The  development  loan  fund. 
For  this  purpose,  we  are  recommending 
$300  million.  We  are  authorizing  the 
use  of  the  unexpended  balance  in  this 
fund  of  $52  million  for  the  development 
assistance.  We  were  presented  with  a 
secret  document  showing  the  expendi¬ 
tures  which  were  planned  under  the  de¬ 
velopment  loan  program.  They  totaled 
in  round  number  $300  million.  There 
was  an  additional  $700  million  for  po¬ 
tential  improvements  which  had  not 
been  planned.  We  are  authorizing 
moi'e  than  the  planned  expenditures. 
Included  in  this  $300  million  is  $65  mil¬ 
lion  for  public  power.  We  deny  ex¬ 
penditures  for  that  purpose  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  and  I  have  a  great  deal  of  difficulty 
in  supporting  a  program  which  author¬ 
izes  money  for  public  power  in  foreign 
nations  when  we  deny  that  great  pro¬ 
gram  to  our  own  people.  This  devel¬ 
opment  loan  program  was  thrown  to¬ 
gether  hastily  and  was  ill  considered. 

I  know  it  will  take  money  and  foreign 
exchange  to  carry  out  these  projects.  I 
know  most  of  them  will  require  a  great 
deal  of  local  currency  and  local  labor. 
The  host  nation  should  be  able  to  bear 
part  of  the  expense,  and  it  probably 
could  procui-e  a  loan  from  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  or  the  World  Bank  and 
from  private  sources  for  some  of  these 
projects.  For  instance,  if  a  dam  is  built 
on  the  Ganges  River,  some  of  the  ex¬ 
penditures  will  be  in  local  currency,  some 
from  foreign  exchange.  There  is  a  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  in  counterpart  funds  in  for¬ 
eign  countries.  There  is  another  bil¬ 
lion,  and  the  figure  might  be  over  $2 
billion  before  the  end  of  the  year,  in  480 
funds  in  foreign  countries.  In  adidtion, 
the  Export-Import  Bank  and  the  World 
Bank  intend  to  make  a  loan  of  $1  billion 
to  foreign  countries. 

To  properly  consider  the  need  for  our 
Government  to  support  these  expendi¬ 
tures,  we  should  know  first  what  part  of 
them  is  to  be  financed  by  the  host  coun¬ 
try,  what  by  480  funds,  what  part  by 
counterpart  funds,  and  the  part  by  loans. 
The  International  Cooperation  Admin¬ 
istration  has  given  us  none  of  this  in¬ 
formation.  That  is,  of  course,  because 
this  program  was  thrown  together  too 
hastily.  It  is  clear  to  be  seen  that  we 
are  appropriating  too  large  a  sum  for 
this  purpose,  but  since  this  is  a  program 
very  dear  to  the  President,  I  have  reluc¬ 
tantly  gone  along  with  his  recommenda¬ 
tion. 

Fourth.  The  special  assistance  fund. 
This  fund  has  been  cut  from  $250  million 
to  $175  million.  This  is  because  there  is 
the  sum  of  approximately  $93  million  in 
the  President’s  special  fund  for  Asia 
which  can  be  spent  for  this  purpose. 
That  fund  was  authorized  approximately 
3  years  ago.  Two  hundred  million 


dollars  was  demanded  and  again  we  were 
told  what  the  disastrous  effects  would  be 
if  this  amount  was  not  granted.  Our 
committee  granted  the  sum  of  $100  mil¬ 
lion,  and  in  the  last  2  years  less  than  $7 
million  of  that  sum  has  been  expended. 

The  General  Accounting  Office,  the 
Government  Operations  Committee,  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  and,  I  find, 
many  members  of  the  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee  have  criticized  this  agency 
because  of  the  way  in  which  they  have 
presented  their  budget  and  because  of 
their  lack  of  planning.  It  now  has  an 
unexpended  balance  or  carryover  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $6.2  billion.  If  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  this  committee  are  up¬ 
held,  this  agency  will  have  available  a 
grand  total  of  $8,719,000,000.  This  is 
more  than  this  agency  could  possibly 
spend  in  over  2  years. 

I  feel  we  can  get  more  foreign  aid  for 
less  money  if  there  is  efficient  manage¬ 
ment  within  the  International  Coopera¬ 
tion  Administration,  but  it  is  so  much 
easier  for  it  to  come  to  Congress  and  cry 
“Wolf”  than  it  is  to  practice  economy. 
Make  no  mistake  about  it,  this  agency 
can  operate  efficiently  within  this  appro¬ 
priation,  and  a  year  from  now  I  foresee 
it  will  come  back  asking  for  the  moon 
again,  and  upon  examination  of  the  rec¬ 
ord  you  will  find  they  have  a  large  un¬ 
obligated  sum. 

(Mr.  DENTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chaiiman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Ford]. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it 
well  as  we  go  along  in  this  debate,  per¬ 
haps,  to  repeat  what  the  factual  situa¬ 
tion  is  here  in  reference  to  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  full  committee  recommendations 
and  the  proposals  made  by  the  President 
and  the  authorization  bill.  Let  us  take 
in  the  first  instance  the  outright  military 
assistance  portion  of  this  program.  The 
President  requested  $1,900,000,000.  The 
conference  report  or  authorization  ended 
up  with  $1,600,000,000.  In  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  us  today,  there  is  a  total  of  $1,250,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1958  or  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $350  million.  This  amounts 
to  a  cut  of  approximately  33*73  percent 
below  that  which  the  President  felt  was 
necessary  for  our  own  security. 

In  the  case  of  defense  support,  the 
Presidential  recommendation  was  $900 
million.  The  authorization  bill  was  for 
$750  million.  This  bill  provides  $585 
million  plus,  the  reappropriation  of  $36 
million  or  a  cut  of  $165  million — again  a 
reduction  of  approximately  33  Vs  percent. 
We  all  know  that  outright  military  as¬ 
sistance,  defense  support,  are  directly 
related  to  the  national  security  of  the 
United  States.  In  this  area  then,  this 
bill  provides  a  reduction  of  33*73  percent 
in  funds  which  are  related  to  the  security 
of  our  country. 

If  I  might  compare  what  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  recommends  in  what  we  call  non¬ 
defense  areas.  Let  me  read  off  some  of 
the  programs  that  are  in  this  category: 
Technical  cooperation.  United  Nations, 
joint  control  areas,  the  technical  co¬ 
operation  program  for  the  Oganization 
of  American  States,  the  U.  N.  refugee 
program,  the  escapee  program  and  the 


like — in  this  area  this  bill  does  not  re¬ 
duce  the  presidential  request  one  penny. 
I  would  like  to  repeat,  if  I  might,  what 
this  bill  does.  Where  the  security  of  the 
United  States  is  concerned  in  the  mili¬ 
tary  program,  the  reductions  average 
about  33  *73  percent.  But  in  the  so-called 
economic  program — in  the  programs 
where  you  are  helping  with  technical 
assistance  and  the  like,  this  bill  does  not 
make  one  penny  of  reduction  either  be¬ 
low  the  presidential  request  or  the  au¬ 
thorization  bill. 

It  is  my  honest  opinion  and  judgment 
that  we  have  made  the  reductions  in  the 
wrong  areas.  If  we  were  to  start  anew, 
in  my  opinion,  we  ought  to  increase  the 
funds  related  to  our  own  security  and 
reduce  the  funds  in  those  other  nonmili¬ 
tary  areas. 

If  you  will  turn  to  page  194  of  the 
hearings,  you  will  see  a  veiV,  very  de¬ 
sirable  trend  appropriationwise  and  ex- 
penditurewise  that  has  taken  place.  In 
1951,  the  appropriation  for  this  program 
was  $7.4  billion.  The  presidential  re¬ 
quest  this  year  for  appropriations  was 
$3.9  billion  plus  the  reappropriation  of 
about  $500  million.  Expenditurewise,  if 
you  will  turn  to  the  top  of  page  194,  you 
will  find  in  1953  the  expenditures  were 
$5.7  billion.  In  1958,  it  is  anticipated 
the  expenditures  will  be  about  $3.8  bil¬ 
lion.  So  we  are  getting  a  better  pro¬ 
gram  and  a  more  effective  program  with 
reduced  appropriations  and  I’educed 
expenditures. 

I  think  it  is  well  to  see  what  our  ap¬ 
propriation  and  expenditures  in  this  pro¬ 
gram  have  done;  what  results  we  have 
got  for  the  money  made  available. 

If  you  will  turn  to  page  311  of  the 
hearings,  you  will  find  that  the  buildup 
in-  the  military  strength  of  our  allies  has 
been  phenomenal — with  their  help  to  a 
major  degree,  and  with  our  assistance, 
in  part. 

Let  us  take  the  statement  made  in  the 
hearings : 

However,  as  a  result  of  this  buildup  to 
which  we  have  made  a  significant  contribu¬ 
tion,  their  forces  at  the  end  of  1956  calen¬ 
dar  year  totaled  2,300  competent  naval  ves¬ 
sels,  active  ground  forces  of  4.8  million,  and 
12,000  conventional  aircraft,  with  almost 
11,000  jet  aircraft.  This  is  an  increase  in 
jet  aircraft  in  the  7-year  period  of  1,125 
percent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  have  gotten 
our  dollar’s  worth  out  of  the  assistance 
we  have  made  available  to  those  who 
were  joined  with  us  in  this  battle  against 
communism. 

It  has  been  stated  earlier  that  it  cost 
the  United  States  about  $7,000  per  man 
per  year  in  the  Army.  Actually,  it  costs 
on  an  average  over  $7,000,  particularly  if 
you  isolate  the  men  who  serve  overseas. 
The  $7,000  figure  includes  everybody — 
those  serving  in  the  United  States  and 
those  serving  overseas,  but  if  you  limit 
it  to  the  men  serving  overseas  the  figure 
would  be  substantially  higher  per  man 
per  year. 

Let  us  take  as  an  example  some  of 
these  countries  that  we  are  aiding  and 
assisting  through  direct  military  assist¬ 
ance  and  defense  support.  First,  Pakis¬ 
tan.  The  cost  per  man  per  year  here  in 
the  fight  against  commimism  is  $485. 
Relate  that,  if  you  will,  to  a  cost  of 
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something  like  $7,000  per  man  per  year 
for  an  American  soldier  doing  the  same 
job.  Tmkey,  the  cost  is  $105  per  man 
per  year.  Relate  that  to  the  cost  of  an 
American  soldier  at  $7,000  per  man  per 

year.  . 

It  seems  to  me  that  dollarwise  it  is 
helpful  and  beneficial  to  us  as  citizens 
and  taxpayers  to  aid  and  assist  those  who 
are  willing  to  have  their  youth  serve  with 
us  in  guarding  the  periphery  of  the  free 
world.  If  you  do  not  do  this  it  will  cost 
the  Federal  Treasiu-y  far  more  money  to 
have  American  boys  serve  in  those  out¬ 
posts.  If  you  do  not  do  this  it  will  cost 
you  infinitely  more  dollars  as  far  as  the 
Federal  Treasury  is  concerned. 

The  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Passman]  has  made  the 
point,  and  he  said  categorically  that  most 
of  the  items  involved  in  the  Mutual  As¬ 
sistance  had  a  lead  time  of  90  days.  I 
respectfully  disagree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  statement.  In  the  budget  presen¬ 
tation  on  military  assistance  they  asked 
for  $900  million,  plus  $980  million,  plus 
$345  million  for  administrative  costs,  fa¬ 
cilities  and  assistants,  and  $175  million 
in  a  new  military  procurement  loan 
program. 

The  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  was  in  error  when  he  said  most 
of  those  lead  time  items  are  90  days. 
In  actuality  in  the  main  they  are  any¬ 
where  from  a  year  to  3  years.  Let  us 
take  several  items  that  are  included  in 
this  amount  that  I  just  mentioned. 
Thei'e  are  about  500  new  and  modern  air¬ 
craft  involved.  The  aircraft  lead  time 
in  these  items  is  18  to  30,  months.  The 
cost  of  these  items  is  something  like  $270 
million. 

Let  us  take  medium  tanks.  The  lead 
time  is  8  to  12  months.  There  are  close 
to  400-odd  medium  tanks  involved  in  the 
amount  requested  in  the  military  assist¬ 
ance  program. 

Guided  missiles,  about  a  year’s  lead 
time  at  a  cost  of  $140  million. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  presume  that  when  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  said  it  took 
MSA  only  90  days  or  something  like  that 
to  get  the  military  items  it  needs  from 
our  Defense  Department  stocks,  he  was 
assuming  that  the  Pentagon  would  have 
on  hand  and  could  spare  the  items  avail¬ 
able  for  MSA.  But  if  it  did  not  have 
such  items  of  equipment  available  for  the 
military  assistance  program,  the  longer 
lead  time  would  be  required  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan  mentioned. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield?  My  name  was 
mentioned. 

Mr.  FORD.  Let  me  make  one  state¬ 
ment.  In  the  case  of  those  articles 
where  there  was  obsolescence  there  is 
no  lead  time  involved.  In  these  days 
when  they  in  this  program  are  obtaining 
important  new  and  different  equipment 
the  lead  time  is  practically  the  same  as 
our  own. 

I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Assuming  that  this  is 
all  for  new,  modern  equipment  2  years' 
lead  time  would  be  required.  But  I  say 


we  find  they  have  77  percent  of  this  ma¬ 
teriel,  and  they  do  have  it;  but  let  us 
assume  they  do  not  have  any  of  it,  let 
us  say  the  lead  time  is  2  years,  then  sanc¬ 
tion  for  it  has  to  be  put  in  the  record. 

They  say  they  are  going  to  spend 
$2,200,000,000.  We  have  money  in  this 
bill  to  carry  them  for  2  years,  6  months, 
and  8  days.  So  let  us  not  leave  the  mem¬ 
bership  under  the  impression  that  we  are 
not  providing  the  money  needed,  because 
that  is  not  the  fact. 

Mr.  FORD.  Let  me  point  out  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
that  this  so-called  unexpended  money  to 
which  he  refers  is  not  just  free  and  loose 
over  there  in  the  banks.  It  is  an  obliga¬ 
tion  against  a  specific  contract,  a  con¬ 
tract  with  a  supplier,  or  a  contract  with 
the  Department  of  Defense  that  in  turn 
goes  out  and  makes  a  contract  on  a  sup¬ 
ply  item. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  That  is  correct.  Will 
the  gentleman  yield  now? 

Mr.  FORD.  Just  a  minute.  In  this 
program  here  we  are  buying  relatively 
little  if  any  obsolescent  equipment  and 
no  obsolete  equipment;  w'e  are  buying 
new  equipment;  and,  as  a  result,  the  lead 
time  in  this  bill  is  approximately  the 
same  as  our  own  lead  time  in  our  own 
program. 

Ml-.  PASSMAN.  I  do  not  like  to  use 
the  time  of  the  gentleman,  but  let  us 
be  sure  that  we  understand  this  matter. 
We  are  granting  new  funds  in  the  bill  of 
$788,800,000  to  permit  them  to  carry  over 
the  obligations  referred  to  in  the  matter 
of  $7,023,000,000;  so  the  military  pro¬ 
gram  will  have  $5,512,000,000  to  spend. 
That  is  the  amount  of  money  we  are 
recommending,  and  this  is  sufficient  for 
2 1/2  years’  supply. 

Mr.  FORD.  Yes,  that  is  true  against 
contracts  for  the  delivery  of  hardware 
which  is  essential  for  the  joint  defense 
of  our  country  and  those  of  our  allies. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Correct.  That  will 
give  them  2  Vz  years. 

Ml-.  FORD.  I  refuse  to  yield  further, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  We  do  not  propose  to 
take  it  away. 

Mr.  FORD.  This  is  my  time;  I  would 
like  to  yield  it  as  I  wish. 

Mr.  PULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FULTON.  As  a  practical  matter, 
if  we  would  take  away  the  money  from 
the  Allied  military  forces,  we  would  not 
want  to  break  down  what  we  have  al¬ 
ready  built  up.  It  would  be  necessary  to 
take  the  proposed  $600  million  military 
reduction  from  some  place.  The  funds 
would  have  to  come  from  the  new  weap¬ 
ons  programs  that  are  now  plaimed,  the 
very  modern  items  we  want  our  allies  to 
have.  If  Congress  takes  $600  million  out 
of  the  $900  million  for  new  and  modern 
equipment,  that  is  a  two-thirds  cut. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
conclude  by  repeating  something  which 
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I  said  earlier  and  that  I  believe  is  the 
crux  of  the  whole  problem  today.  The 
subcommittee  recomm-mded  reductions 
of  one-third  in  the  budget  estimate  in 
the  ai-ea  of  military  assistance  and  de¬ 
fense  support,  which  is  the  area  directly 
related  to  the  defense  of  America.  The 
subcommittee  is  submitting  to  you  today 
a  bill  with  no  reduction  in  about  nine 
programs  that  have  no  relationship,  not 
one  permy  of  relationship,  to  the  defense 
of  America.  So  I  say  that  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  approach,  policywise,  in  this  matter 
is  wrong  and  I  personally  hope  and  trust 
that  the  House  will  reverse  the  commit¬ 
tee  by  adopting  the  several  amendments 
which  will  be  offered  to  remedy  certain 
defects  that  now  exist. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield  for  a  clari¬ 
fying  question? 

Mr.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Does  the 
gentleman  include,  in  the  nine  programs 
that  he  refers  to,  the  United  Nations 
Children’s  Fund? 

Mr.  FORD.  Yes,  I  do;  although  in  the 
past  I  have  supported  that  program.  I 
do  now,  but  if  I  have  to  make  a  choice  I 
will  choose  the  funds  for  our  national 
security. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Then,  of 
course,  I  cannot  agree  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  frcm  Michigan. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Alexander]. 

(Mr.  ALEXANDER  and  Mr.  PASS¬ 
MAN  asked  and  were  given  permission 
to  revise  and  extend  their  remarks.) 

Mr.  ALEXANDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  appropriation 
for  foreign  aid  as  embodied  in  H.  R.  9302. 

For  several  months  now  I  have  had 
this  appropriation  under  serious  study 
and  consideration  as  a  member  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Foreign  Operations  of 
the  House  Appropriations  Committee. 

I  want  to  compliment  our  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  and  all  the  members 
of  the  subcommittee  for  conscientiously 
working  hard  on  a  most  difficult  bill.  I 
have  never  had  the  pleasure  of  working 
with  a  more  devoted  group  of  men. 

We  have  had  many  witnesses  appear 
before  our  committee  and  stress  in  gen¬ 
eral  terms  the  need  for  more  and  more 
money.  Their  justification  has  practi¬ 
cally  in  all  cases  been  illustrative  of 
what  the  money  might  be  used  for  and 
many  times  indefinite  even  as  to  where  it 
might  be  spent.  I  feel  strongly  that  the 
reins  should  be  tightened  and  that  ap¬ 
propriations  should  be  made  only  where 
clear  justifications  are  made  so  that  the 
Appropriations  Committee  and  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  may  know  exactly  what 
they  are  doing. 

I  have  attempted  to  keep  an  open 
mind  on  the  bill  we  now  have  under  con¬ 
sideration. 

I  well  realize  the  serious  condition  in 
which  the  free  "world  finds  itself  at  the 
present  time  and  the  part  the  United 
States  must  play  in  holding  back  the 
threatening  forces  of  international  com¬ 
munism. 
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I  have  listened  to  all  the  witnesses 
that  have  appeared  before  our  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  I  have  studied  and  restudied 
all  of  the  testimony  that  has  been  offered 
in  favor  of  this  appropriation.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  I  have  made  independent  research 
on  the  subject  and  have  examined  veiT 
carefully  our  past  record  in  connection 
with  our  foreign  assistance  program. 

•  Mr.  Chairman,  after  considered  study 
of  all  facets  of  this  question,  I  must  say 
that  I  am  still  opposed  to  foreign  aid  in 
principle  and  practice. 

I  have  not  been  convinced  that  the 
tremendous  sums  of  money  we  have  been 
appropriating,  year  after  year,  have  been 
effective  in  achieving  the  aims  we  have 
been  led  to  believe  were  vital  to  the  de¬ 
fense  of  this  Nation  and  the  free  world. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  requested  in  this 
appropriation  to  make  available  to  some 
66  nations  the  staggering  sum  of  more 
than  3  billion  dollars.  We  are  asked 
to  appropriate  this  tremendous  sum  not¬ 
withstanding  the  fact  that  our  national 
debt  stands  today  at  the  inconceivable 
figure  of  $276  billion, 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  debt  is  $24  billion 
more  than  the  combined  national  debt 
of  the  other  84  states  recognized  on  this 
globe  as  sovereign  nations.  Yet,  year 
after  year,  we  are  told  that  we  must  ap¬ 
propriate  more  and  more  money  to  solve 
the  financial  problems  of  the  rest  of  the 
world. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  unmindful  of 
the  magnificent  part  many  of  our  friends 
overseas  are  playing  in  the  common  fight 
for  survival  in  a  world  living  constantly 
in  the  shadow  of  unholy  communism. 

I  commend  every  nation  that  stands  to 
the  defense  of  its  liberties  and  I  am  will¬ 
ing  to  help  maintain  their  freedom  with¬ 
in  the  bounds  of  reason  and  common 
sense,  but  I  do  not  believe  the  answer  to 
the  problem  facing  the  United  States 
and  the  free  world  lies  in  the  continued 
flow  of  American  dollars  to  the  four 
corners  of  the  earth. 

No  one  will  deny  the  fact  that  we  are 
caught  up  in  a  vicious  inflationary  spiral 
here  at  home.  Our  people  witness  a 
continuing  rise  in  the  cost  of  living  and 
more  and  more  the  hand  of  the  taxing 
power  dips  into  their  pockets. 

It  is  high  time  that  the  United  States 
face  up  to  the  fact  that  we  are  in  debt 
and  a  victim  of  runaway  inflation.  The 
time  has  arrived  when  we  must  face  up 
to  the  realities  of  our  financial  condition 
and  admit  that  we  cannot,  as  much  as 
we  might  like  to,  continue  to  play  Santa 
Claus  to  the  rest  of  the  world. 

Unless  our  friends  overseas  have  a  will 
to  help  themselves,  no  amount  of  Ameri¬ 
can  aid  will  ever  guarantee  their  free¬ 
dom,  nor  will  our  dollars  buy  friends  and 
influence  people.  In  fact,  our  generosity 
has  contributed  in  a  large  measure  to 
the  current  wave  of  anti-American  feel¬ 
ing  that  now  sweeps  the  world. 

American  dollars  have  become  so  com¬ 
mon  that  they  have  lost  their  magic. 

It  appears  to  me  that  some  of  our 
friends  feel  they  should  receive  economic 
aid  as  a  matter  of  right. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  money  we  have 
appropriated  for  foreign  aid  has  been 
used  to  accomplish  many  things  over¬ 
seas.  We  have  spent  our  money  on 


everything  from  hydroelectric  power  to 
sending  a  jazz  band  on  an  8-week  tour 
through  Africa. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  tragic  things 
we  have  done  with  our  dollars  abroad  is 
to  create  an  industrial  capacity  in  direct 
competition  with  American  industry. 
We  have  seen  the  once  vigorous  Ameri¬ 
can  textile  industry  fall  a  victim  to  this 
unwise  policy.  The  tax  dollars  wrung 
from  the  American  textile  manufac¬ 
turers  and  the  public  in  general  have 
been  sent  abroad  in  the  form  of  economic 
aid  to  construct  textile  plants  which 
have  flooded  the  American  market  with 
cheap  cotton  and  woolen  goods  in  direct 
competition  with  American  products. 
As  a  result  of  new  textile  mills  con¬ 
structed  throughout  the  world,  but  pri¬ 
marily  in  India,  Japan,  and  England, 
our  domestic  textile  industry  has  been 
forced  to  the  wall. 

The  same  vicious  cycle  has  worked  to 
the  disadvantage  of  American  agricul¬ 
ture  and  numerous  other  industries.  A 
large  proportion  of  which  are  vital  to  the 
national  security  of  the  United  States. 

The  time  certainly  has  arrived  when 
we  should  survey  the  damage  that  has 
been  done  to  American  industry  by  our 
frantic  efforts  to  remake  the  world  in 
the  image  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  another  phase 
to  the  appropriation  we  now  have  under 
debate  that  has  caused  me  considerable 
alarm.  I  refer  to  the  nearly  unlimited 
grant  of  authority  we  are  extending  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States  in 
the  spending  of  foreign-aid  dollars.  We 
are  saying  to  the  executive  arm  of  this 
Government,  “Here  is  a  blank  check  for 
$3,200,000,000 — do  as  you  please  with  it.” 

It  is  hard  enough  for  us  to  maintain 
a  semblance  of  economic  responsibility 
here  at  home  among  the  executive  de¬ 
partments,  and  I  submit  that  it  is  im¬ 
possible  to  engage  in  vast  giveaway  pro¬ 
grams,  year  after  year,  and  have  a  clear 
understanding  of  where  and  for  what 
our  dollars  were  spent. 

The  Congress  must  cease  its  dangerous 
policy  of  relinquishing  its  constitutional 
powers  to  the  executive.  Such  a  prac¬ 
tice  was  not  contemplated  in  the  Con¬ 
stitution,  and  its  continued  use  can  re¬ 
sult  only  in  chaos  and  misunderstanding. 

We  are  told  that  we  must  not  expect 
the  recipients  of  our  tax  dollars  to  follow 
our  lead  in  the  field  of  international 
relations.  In  fact,  they  need  not  be 
democratic  governments  at  all.  Com¬ 
munist  Yugoslavia  and  Poland  can  ad¬ 
here  to  the  collectivist  principle  of  gov¬ 
ernment  and  yet  share  in  our  bounty. 
Our  timid  approach  to  our  allies  can 
only  cause  them  to  lose  respect  for  the 
United  States  and  the  objectives  we  are 
desperately  striving  to  reach. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  foreign  policy  of 
the  United  States  has  been  based  too 
long  on  the  premise  that  we  can  buy 
friendship  and  international  security 
with  our  dollars. 

We  have  adhered  to  this  false  doctrine 
for  so  long  that  it  has  come  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  many  in  our  Government  as 
the  only  way  we  can  conduct  our  for¬ 
eign  affairs.  Such  a  policy  is  dangerous 
and  ineffective.  It  submits  the  United 


States  to  international  blackmail  and 
the  contempt  of  friend  and  foe  alike. 

We  need  a  firm  reappraisal  of  our 
whole  foreign  policy,  vnth  a  view  to  sub¬ 
stituting  commonsense  and  a  recogni¬ 
tion  of  the  realities  of  the  times  for 
American  dollars. 

I  know  there  are  many  people  in  this 
Government  who  wish  to  make  foreign 
aid  a  permanent  part  of  our  political  and 
economic  structure.  In  their  desire  to 
raise  the  standard  of  living  of  the  under¬ 
privileged  peoples  of  the  world  their  ul¬ 
timate  result  can  be  only  the  destruction 
of  the  economic  health  of  the  United 
States  and  disaster  to  our  own  standard 
of  living. 

We  must  maintain,  at  all  cost,  the  eco¬ 
nomic  stability  of  the  United  States. 
Only  through  our  Nation  can  the  free 
world  hope  to  withstand  the  constant 
pressure  of  international  communism. 
A  bankrupt  United  States  cannot  long 
survive,  and  should  we  be  so  unfortunate 
as  to  see  economic  collapse  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  the  specter  of  communism  would 
soon  haunt  us. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
14  minutes  to  the  gentleman  fi-om  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Miller]. 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  is  not  my  habit  to  appear 
in  the  well  of  the  House  to  urge  in¬ 
creased  Federal  spending,  but  I  am 
seriously  disturbed  at  the  cuts  that  have 
been  made  by  this  very  fine  committee 
on  3  or  more  vital  items.  The  first  one 
has  been  discussed  somewhat  by  my 
leader,  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Taber]  ;  and  as  to  that  an  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  offered.  I  think  we  should 
bear  in  mind  the  fact  that  our  President, 
our  Commander  in  Chief,  the  man  whose 
integrity  and  knowledge  and  experience 
and  character  are  recognized  across 
party  lines — and  he  is  our  Commander 
in  Chief — ^has  asked  for  $650  million 
more  than  appears  in  this  bill  and  $350 
million  more  than  was  authorized  just 
the  other  day  by  this  House.  That 
money,  in  my  opinion,  is  of  the  most 
vital  importance  to  our  defense  and  wel¬ 
fare. 

Some  people  oppose  this  bill  because, 
as  they  put  it,  it  is  a  give-away.  They 
say  it  is  in  the  interest  of  other  people 
and  not  of  our  own.  Of  course,  if  that  is 
the  fact — and  I  respect  their  convictions 
although  I  do  not  respect  their  judg¬ 
ment,  because  I  think  this  is  a  most  im¬ 
portant  feature  of  our  national  de¬ 
fense — if  those  people  regard  this  as  a 
give-away,  then  there  should  be  no 
money  in  this  bill;  there  should  not  be  a 
bill  at  all.  There  are  other  people  who 
recognize  the  great  danger  in  the  world 
today  which  we  are  facing,  the  cold  war 
which  in  some  ways,  perhaps,  is  more 
dangerous  to  our  ultimate  security,  free¬ 
dom,  and  welfare  than  some  shooting 
wars  have  been.  Those  people  oppose 
the  bill  because  they  think  that  we 
should  retire  behind  the  seas  to 
Portress  America  and  not  spend  money 
in  supporting  our  allies  abroad.  If  their 
judgment  is  right,  and  I  do  not  question 
their  motives  but  I  do  question  the 
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soundness  of  their  views,  because  they 
are  contrary  to  the  thinking  of  all  of  our 
greatest  military  leaders  and  most  of  our 
political  leaders  on  both  sides  of  the 
political  aisle,  they  should  first  insist 
that  we  bring  back  the  thousands  and 
thousands  of  young  Americans  and  older 
Americans  and  their  families  and  de¬ 
pendents  that  are  scattered  around  the 
four  corners  of  the  world  on  what  we 
are  now  committed  to  as  the  defense  line 
of  America  in  this  cold  war. 

I  do  not  pose,  heaven  knows,  as  a  mili¬ 
tary  expert,  although  I  have  had  the 
privilege  or  the  misfortune,  as  you  choose 
to  call  it,  to  have  been  shot  at  in  a 
couple  of  wars  and  to  have  served  on 
various  fronts  in  three  continents. 
Nevertheless,  the  principle  is  a  simple 
one  and  can  be  understood  by  anyone. 
We  have  two  main  defenses  that  are 
interdependent  for  our  Nation  that  are 
equally  important,  massive  retaliation 
with  which  we  can  deter  aggression  by 
making  war  unsafe  and  undesirable  to 
any  foe,  and  to  make  that  work  we  also 
must  have  the  shield,  the  deployed  line 
through  which  the  enemy  cannot  nibble 
away,  cannot  encroach  without  starting 
a  war.  One  of  our  great  dangers  is  that 
without  this  deployed  line  we  lack  bases 
and  protection  for  retaliatory  forces. 
A  police  force  might  have  all  the  gas 
bombs  and  everything  else  at  head¬ 
quarters,  and  all  its  reserves,  but  if  it 
does  not  have  policemen  on  the  street  it 
cannot  maintain  oi’der  in  a  town  or  pre¬ 
vent  a  riot  and  we  certainly  cannot 
maintain  order  in  the  world  if  the  Com¬ 
munist  forces  could  penetrate  or  freely 
infiltrate  across  the  borders  of  the  free 
world. 

So  if  we  must  keep  this  line,  if  we  must 
keep  our  people  at  the  front,  it  seems  to 
me  it  is  incumbent  upon  us  to  see  that 
we  are  not  doing  too  little  and  too  late. 
That  is  a  phrase  that  has  not  been  in  the 
public  thought  lately  but  it  has  a  deep 
significance  to  many  of  us  that  remem¬ 
ber  the  days  when  we  had  to  drill  with 
broomsticks. 

The  funds  in  this  bill  that  have  been 
cut,  as  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Ford]  has  pointed  out,  are  taken 
away  from  some  of  the  most  important 
features  of  our  overall  defense  program. 
How  else  could  we  reduce  our  standing 
forces,  how  else  could  we  afford  to  re¬ 
duce  Defense  Department  expenses,  if 
we  are  going  to  take  away  from  our  allies 
in  the  field  the  things  that  make  our 
reductions  possible? 

The  record  is  clear  that  the  dollars  we 
have  spent  in  this  military  assistance 
program  are  perhaps  the  most  economi¬ 
cal  dollars  which  the  taxpayers  spend. 
In  NATO  for  every  dollar  we  have  spent 
our  NATO  allies  spend  $6.35.  Without 
the  dollar  that  we  spend  they  would  not 
be  able  to  have  modern  weapons,  they 
would  not  have  what  they  need  and  what 
they  must  have.  As  to  the  dollars  in  the 
relatively  hard -up  areas  of  the  Middle 
East,  Turkey,  Pakistan,  Greece,  Iran,  and 
the  like,  they  spend  $2.30  for  every  dollar 
that  we  contribute  to  their  defense 
forces,  and  they  are  most  vital  if  we  are 
to  hold  the  line. 

As  was  pointed  out  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Canfield],  we  can 
keep  a  Turkish  soldier  at  the  front 


guarding  the  Bosporus  and  the  cost  of 
keeping  him  there  is  $105  compared  with 
some  $6,000  to  put  an  American  there. 
One  can  argue  that  the  American  is 
more  modernly  equipped,  better  trained, 
and  perhaps  a  better  fighting  man, 
though  the  Turks  are  pretty  good  fight¬ 
ers,  but  I  can  assure  you  there  are  a  lot  of 
places  where  it  is  better  to  have  60  Turks 
than  1  American,  no  matter  how  good  a 
fighter  he  might  be. 

So  this  is  a  program  that  we  must 
maintain. 

There  has  been  talk  in  our  committee 
that  the  money  would  not  be  spent  even 
if  it  were  appropriated,  and  there  has 
been  much  misunderstanding  and  con¬ 
fusion  about  the  letter  Mr.  Brundage 
wrote  on  June  28.  I  should  like  to  read 
to  the  committee  the  statement  made 
by  Secretary  Dulles  only  a  month  ago, 
on  July  17,  before  the  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee.  I  think  that  will 
clear  up  the  point  once  and  for  all,  or 
it  should,  about  Mr.  Brundage’s  letter. 
The  Secretary  testified  as  follows : 

As  I  understand,  Mr.  Brundage’s  letter 
of  June  28  was  drafted  so  that  it  would 
apply  in  broad  general  terms  to  all  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies.  It  expressed  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  desire  that  the  executive  branch  make 
an  eifort  to  keep  expenditures  in  fiscal  year 
1958  from  rising  above  the  fiscal  year  1957 
level,  to  the  extent  that  this  was  feasible. 
It  did  not  reflect  the  individual  differences 
which  exist  among  various  programs  and 
agencies. 

I  cannot  speak  to  the  budgets  of  other 
agencies,  but  I  can  say  that  it  is  my  inten¬ 
tion  and  that  of  the  President  to  carry  out 
in  fiscal  year  1958  a  mutual-security  pro¬ 
gram  substantially  along  the  lines  and  in 
the  amounts  outlined  by  the  President  in 
his  message  to  the  Congress  of  May  21,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  appropriations  approved  by  the 
Congress'. 

I  believed  when  that  message  was  sub¬ 
mitted,  as  I  believe  today,  that  a  program 
of  this  nature  is  necessary  to  maintain  our 
vital  foreign  policy  interests. 

Now,  then,  the  Secretary  went  on  to 
testify  that  Mr.  Brundage  and  he  agreed 
with  that  statement.  So  how  can  we 
dodge  this  issue  by  saying  it  is  not  nec¬ 
essary  to  put  this  money  into  the  pro¬ 
gram  because  it  will  not  be  used  when 
our  Commander  in  Chief  has  said  he 
needs  more  than  we  have  even  author¬ 
ized. 

There  is  another  point.  It  is  gen- 
eraliy  conceded,  and  certainly  the  testi¬ 
mony  before  our  subcommittee  has 
indicated  that  we  are  winning  this  cold 
war.  We  have  made  the  Kremlin  un¬ 
certain  in  its  moves.  We  have  demoral¬ 
ized  their  concept  of  how  they  can  win. 
Many  a  great  victory  has  been  a  defeat 
in  the  end  because  it  was  not  properly 
exploited.  Why,  when  this  program  is 
-working,  why  at  the  time  it  is  beginning 
to  make  such  real  strides,  should  we  cut 
the  heart  out  of  it  by  taking  money  away 
from  the  military  assistance  and  defense 
support,  the  programs  that  are  most 
vital,  I  respectfully  urge  it  would  be 
false  economy  and  weakened  security 
to  cut  this  fund  as  it  has  been  cut  by 
our  very  fine  committee  in  respect  to 
those  items  that  go  directly  to  military 
defense. 

Mr.  PULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  I  would  like  to  com- 
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pliment  the  gentleman  on  his  good  state¬ 
ment.  It  is  forceful  and  effective. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Cunningham]. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  favor  the  restoration  of  the 
cuts,  as  requested  by  the  President.  I 
would  like  to  visit  with  you  for  just  a 
moment.  I  believe  it  was  Will  Rogers 
who  once  was  quoted  as  having  said, 
“The  United  States  never  lost  a  war 
and  never  won  a  peace.”  That  both¬ 
ered  me  until  I  became  a  Member  of  this 
honorable  body.  I  was  concerned  as  to 
just  what  he  meant.  After  being  sworn 
into  this  body  in  1941,  the  first  record 
vote  that  I  was  called  upon  to  make  was 
on  the  original  lend-lease  bill  of  $7  bil¬ 
lion  requested  by  President  Roosevelt. 
I  voted  for  that  bill.  I  did  not  have 
much  company  from  my  part  of  the 
country.  That  was  in  1941.  In  Decem¬ 
ber  of  that  same  year,  however,  we  had 
Pearl  Harbor.  Then,  what  did  I  see? 
Practically  everyone  who  had  opposed 
that  bill  would  walk  right  up  and  vote 
without  question  and  without  rollcalls 
for  unlimited  amounts  and  for  extension 
of  lend-lease  time  and  again  regardless 
of  the  amount.  Why?  Because  we 
were  in  war.  Then  I  commenced  to  un¬ 
derstand  what  Will  R'-gers  meant.  We 
are  a  great  country.  We  will  go  all  out 
and  think  nothing  of  expense  when  we 
are  threatened  or  when  we  are  attacked. 
Then  we  retrench  and  go  the  other  way 
when  we  should  not  retrench.  I  got  to 
checking  on  what  had  happened  after 
oter  wars  and  again  I  began  to  under¬ 
stand  what  Will  Rogers  meant.  Today, 
in  this  body  we  hear  the  same  kind  of 
arguments  and  the  same  philosophy 
against  President  Eisenhower’s  request 
that  we  heard  in  1941.  There  is  no 
difference.  They  argued  then  about 
amount.  It  was  not  whether  or  not  there 
should  be  lend-lease.  The  question  was 
whether  it  should  be  $2  billion  or  $3  bil¬ 
lion  or  $5  billion  or  $7  billion.  Very  few 
fought  against  what  the  President 
wanted  but  opposed  the  amount. 

Now  we  understand  why  we  never  lost 
a  war  and  never  won  a  peace.  Here  we 
are  today.  Who  is  better  qualified  to 
determine  what  is  necessary  in  this  case 
than  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
who  is  the  Commander  in  Chief  of  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States,  who 
is  head  of  the  Executive  Department 
that  fixes  the  foreign  policy  of  the  United 
States,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
Senate?  Who  am  I  to  put  my  judgment 
as  to  the  amount  up  against  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States  with  the  facilities  that  he  has  at 
his  command? 

I  do  not  believe  in  measuring  lives  in 
dollars.  I  did  not  believe  that  in  1941 
and  I  have  not  believed  it  since  I  came 
to  this  body,  and  I  do  not  believe  in  it 
today. 

I  would  like  to  give  you  a  little  example 
of  what  mutual  security  does  as  an  eco¬ 
nomic  measure  for  the  United  States. 
For  5  or  6  years  I  have  been  a  member 
of  the  subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  which  passes  on  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  all  sites  in  foreign  countries. 
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such  as  airfields,  installations,  housing, 
and  so  forth.  As  a  member  of  that  com¬ 
mittee,  I  have  seen  what  the  expenditure 
of  mutual  security  money  means  to  the 
Defense  Department. 

A  few  years  ago  we  were  requested  to 
authorize  the  building  of  a  pipeline 
across  a  country  in  Europe,  at  a  cost  of  a 
number  of  millions  of  dollars.  However, 
once  it  was  built  it  made  a  saving.  We 
had  to  approve  the  getting  of  the  right 
of  way.  It  did  not  cost  us  a  cent.  The 
country  across  which  this  pipeline  was 
to  be  built  was  willing  to  furnish  the 
right-of-way  and  did  furnish  it,  because 
that  country  was  a  participant  in  this 
mutual  security  program. 

I  can  cite  any  number  of  instances 
where  we  have  saved  money  to  the  De¬ 
fense  Department  of  the  United  States 
in  acquiring  installations  and  property 
abroad,  simply  because  we  have  been 
aiding  those  countries  in  another  way. 

There  are  those  who  oppose  this  be¬ 
cause  they  find  some  particular  case  in 
connection  with  mutual  security  where 
there  has  been  waste  or  where  the  money 
has  not  been  properly  used.  That  takes 
me  back  to  the  early  thirties,  when  I  was 
in  the  State  legislature.  We  had  the 
relief  administrator  for  Iowa  called  be¬ 
fore  the  State  general  assembly.  He 
was  put  on  the  grid  for  the  manner  in 
which  he  was  doling  out  relief.  I  re¬ 
member  this  one  criticism  in  particular. 
He  was  giving  relief  to  the  family  of  a 
husband,  a  wife,  and  nine  children.  He 
was  criticized  because  the  husband  was 
a  drunk  and  did  not  work.  I  remember 
his  reply.  He  said:  “Would  you  permit 
a  mother  and  nine  children  to  starve  be¬ 
cause  the  husband  was  no  good?” 

Are  we  going  to  risk  the  security  of 
America  and  the  lives  of  our  future  gen¬ 
erations  and  children  and  soldiers  by  ob¬ 
jecting  to  something  simply  because  we 
do  not  like  some  little  part  of  it? 

In  closing  I  would  like  to  make  this 
illustration.  Stephen  Decatur,  I  think  it 
was,  once  said:  “My  country,  may  it  al¬ 
ways  be  in  the  right;  but  my  country, 
right  or  wrong.”  About  the  foreign 
policy  of  the  United  States  I  think  the 
same.  “Our  foreign  policy,  may  it  al¬ 
ways  be  the  right  foreign  policy;  but  our 
foreign  policy,  right  or  wrong.” 

Think  what  would  happen  to  the  pres¬ 
tige  of  America  abroad  if  the  request  of 
the  President  of"  the  United  States  is 
turned  down  in  this  Chamber  today. 
What  will  it  cost  us  indirectly  that  we  are 
overlooking  in  this  debat?  What  is  more 
detrimental  to  any  country,  particularly 
our  own,  than  to  have  two  foreign  pol¬ 
icies?  Here  is  the  President,  with  the 
aid  of  the  Secretary  of  State  and  the 
Senate,  having  set  the  foreign  policy, 
including  mutual  security  aid.  Are  we 
goinng  to  set  up  a  different  foreign  policy 
in  this  body  and  show  the  world  that  we 
are  not  in  agreement,  simply  because  we 
are  at  peace  and  we  can  argue  among 
ourselves?  We  would  not  be  arguing  for 
a  minute  if  there  were  a*  threat  of  war 
close  at  hand. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  sdeld? 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  the  gentleman  asking 
what  foreigners  would  think  if  these  cuts 
are  not  restored? 


Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  No.  I 
am  not  asking  the  gentleman.  I  think 
he  knows,  because  he  is  well  informed  on 
evei-ything. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  just  wanted  to  answer 
the  gentleman  by  saying  that  most  for¬ 
eigners  would  give  us  credit  for  some 
kind  of  return  to  financial  sanity. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  Prob¬ 
ably  so. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORANO.  I  think  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  has  made  a  forceful 
statement.  He  has  stated  in  simple 
terms  what  the  issue  here  is  today,  and  I 
compliment  him. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Ml-.  FULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FULTON.  I  thinli  in  line  with 
what  the  gentleman  has  said,  it  should 
be  brought  out  that  the  system  of  foreign 
bases  we  in  the  United  States  have,  num¬ 
bering  over  250,  permit  us  to  hit  any 
possible  enemy  in  half  the  time,  half  the 
distance,  and  at  half  the  expense  that 
they  could  hit  us.  The  gentleman  from 
Iowa  is  to  be  complimented  for  his  excel¬ 
lent  statement. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  yield? 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  rise  to  compliment  my  colleague 
from  Iowa  and  say  that  I  am  glad  to  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  with  his  remark.  It  is  my 
opinion  that  the  gentleman  has  given  us 
much  food  for  thought  and  I  hope  that 
all  will  pause  to  give  serious  thought  to 
his  obsei-vations. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

(Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  LanhamI. 

(Mr.  LANHAM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  our 
subcommittee  met  last  night  until  7:30. 
We  went  before  the  full  committee  this 
morning,  and  we  adjourned  just  a  few 
minutes  before  the  House  met,  so  I  have 
not  had  time  to  prepare  a  manuscript, 
but  I  am  going  to  talk  to  you  briefiy 
about  this  appropriation  bill. 

In  the  first  place,  I  want  to  say  that 
I  am  behind  the  committee  100  percent. 

An  attack  was  made  in  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  this  morning  and  a  charge  was 
made  against  members  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  that  we  did  not  approve  of  the 
philosophy  of  foreign  aid.  “Philosophy” 
is  a  big  word;  but  I  will  say  that  it  was 
not  true  as  far  as  I  am  concei-ned,  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  in  foreign  aid  and  have 
supported  it  since  the  days  of  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan,  which  was  when  I  first  came 
to  Congress.  I  believe  in  it;  I  try  to  sell 
it  to  my  people  back  home,  but  it  is 
mighty  diflBcult  to  sell  it  to  the  people 


when  it  goes  on  from  year  to  year  and 
they  know  there  is  so  much  waste  and 
extravagance  in  it. 

But  I  know  we  must  continue  the  pro¬ 
gram;  I  know  we  must  maintain  these 
bases  around  the  world.  I  know  we 
must  help  those  people  where  we  have 
our  bases,  that  we  must  help  them  sup¬ 
port  their  military  establishments  and, 
unlike  Mr.  Dulles,  who  recently  said  we 
did  not  need  friends  and  were  not  trying 
to  get  friends,  I  think  we  need  friends; 
I  think  we  ought  to  have  friends  around 
the  world.  That  is  one  reason  I  am  in 
favor  of  continuing  it. 

But  we  cannot  buy  friends,  of  com-se, 
and  that  it  is  not  what  we  are  trying  to 
do.  Had  Mr.  Dulles  said  that,  his  state¬ 
ment  would  not  have  been  so  damaging 
to  our  friends;  and  we  do  have  some  in 
spite  of  the  way  he  has  messed  up  our 
foreign  policy  and  our  foreign  affairs 
throughout  the  world;  we  do  have  some 
friends  left,  and  we  want  to  keep  them. 
At  the  same  time,  however,  the  people 
at  home  are  getting  fed  up  with  this 
program.  They  are  demanding  that  we 
hold  it  to  the  very  lowest  level  consistent 
with  America’s  security.  We  are  in  the 
beginning  of  a  “rolling  readjustment” 
as  Mr.  Martin  of  the  Federal  Reserve  has 
said.  These  are  merely  milder  words 
for  a  recession.  We  must  hold  spending 
to  the  very  minimum. 

Since  I  have  been  a  member  of  the 
subcommittee  that  works  on  this  appro¬ 
priation  bill  it  has  been  my  constant  ef¬ 
fort,  and  the  committee’s  effort,  to  hold 
these  appropriations  to  the  very  mini¬ 
mum  consistent  with  our  security.  I 
know  it  is  necessary  as  a  part  of  our 
national  security,  but  we  do  not  have  to 
give  them  everything  they  ask  for. 

We  have  shown  that  the  people  run¬ 
ning  this  program  do  not  need  much  of 
the  money  they  ask  for.  Actually,  some 
of  the  folks  down  in  the  military  divi¬ 
sion  sought  to  mislead  this  committee  2 
years  ago,  and  deliberately  did  so.  We 
made  them  admit  it.  They  took  an 
agreement  that  had  been  entered  into 
with  the  committee,  took  it  back  and  had 
a  smart  lawyer  redraw  it  and  bring  it 
back  and  then  claim  it  was  a  memo¬ 
randum  of  what  the  committee  had  said 
and  not  an  agreement  between  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  people  downtown  who 
administer  this  program.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  they  had  agreed  not  to  obligate 
some  $400  million  They  violated  the 
agreement  and  obligated  this  money  on 
the  last  day  of  the  fiscal  year. 

You  have  heai’d  some  figures  today 
that  bear  the  same  stamp.  I  am  not 
charging  the  people  who  brought  them 
here  to  you  as  having  anything  to  do 
with  making  up  the  figures  they  brought 
to  you,  but  they  are  not  the  correct  fig¬ 
ures.  It  is  the  same  group  downtown 
that  misled  this  committee  before  and 
enabled  us  to  save  this  country  $400 
million,  because  we  convinced  the  other 
body  that  they  had  misled  our  commit¬ 
tee  and  they  went  along  with  our  cut 
of  the  same  amount  from  the  subsequent 
year’s  appropriation. 

It  is  said  “figures  do  not  lie,  but  you 
had  better  watch  the  ones  who  figure.” 
Why,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  the  same  peo¬ 
ple  trying  to  confuse  you  today.  I  must 
pay  tribute  to  the  gentleman  from 
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Louisiana.  I  have  never  seen  a  man  who 
worked  as  hard  or  who  accomplished  as 
much  or  who  brought  to  light  as  many 
facts  as  he  has  dug  out  from  these  re¬ 
luctant  witnesses  in  trying  to  get  at  the 
facts  as  to  the  amounts  of  money  that 
have  carried  over  and  in  the  pipelines 
and  to  show  what  they  actually  need. 
He  has  done  a  remarkable  job.  He  has 
been  abused  for  it.  He  has  lost  sleep 
at  night,  but  I  pay  tribute  to  him.  I 
understand  that  after  he  appeared  at 
the  White  House  with  the  group  the 
other  night  many  of  the  Members  of  the 
other  body  who  were  there  called  to 
compliment  him  on  his  knowledge  of 
the  facts  he  brought  out  at  that  meet¬ 
ing,  facts  that  the  President  did  not 
know  anything  about  and  that  the 
Members  of  the  other  body  had  not 
heard  anything  about.  I  am  sure  this 
committee  today,  this  House,  is  going  to 
follow  his  leadership. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  Mi'.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM,  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  As  the  gentleman  knows, 
I  am  a  new  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations.  Will  the  gentleman 
tell  the  House  on  this  occasion  that 
there  is  in  the  pipeline  sufficient  money, 
enough  to  accommodate  a  similar  pro¬ 
gram  for  2  years,  6  months,  and  5  days? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  That  is  exactly  true. 
Not  only  that,  but  there  is  more  money 
in  this  bill  for  new  obligations  than  they 
obligated  last  year. 

Mr.  Brundage  sent  a  copy  of  a  letter 
saying  that  everything  had  to  be  cut 
back  to  1957  obligations  to  the  head  of 
the  ICA,  Mr.  Hollister.  Now  they  try  to 
hedge.  Now  they  go  to  the  Senate  and 
say,  “Well,  we  did  not  mean  that.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  cannot  tell  these 
days  what  the  President  means.  He 
talks  out  of  one  side  of  his  mouth  one 
day  and  out  of  the  other  the  next.  No 
doubt,  that  letter  was  sent  by  Mr. 
Brundage  to  the  head  of  the  organiza¬ 
tion  that  administers  this  program  with 
the  President’s  knowledge,  and  we  are 
just  plain  stupid  if  we  give  these  folks 
more  money  than  he  is  going  to  let  them 
obligate.  That  is  the  position  this  House 
is  in  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  he  treats  us  like  school- 
children  and  says  if  we  do  not  do  exactly 
like  he  wants,  he  is  going  to  keep  us  in 
after  school.  He  acts  like  a  spoiled 
child.  I  know  you  are  not  proud  of  his 
conduct.  He  has  vacillated,  he  has  been 
so  wishy-washy  that  nobody  knows 
where  he  stands.  Tomorrow  he  may  be 
willing  to  cut  this  appropriation  in  half, 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Has  not  the  gentleman 
seen  pages  of  criticism  of  the  President 
claiming  that  he  does  not  fight  for  his 
program?  Then  when  he  fights  for  his 
program  he  gets  criticized,  as  just  now, 
for  allegedly  threatening  or  treating  like 
children,  those  who  oppose  him.  What 
vrould  the  gentleman  suggest  that  he 
should  do? 


Mr.  LANHAM.  I  would  suggest  he 
make  up  his  mind  and  stick  to  it,  as  old 
Harry  Truman  did. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Has  he  ever  shown  any 
Indecision  on  this  issue? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Oh,  yes.  At  times  he 
has  said  we  could  cut  the  budget  which 
he  sent  here,  then  he  said  we  could  not. 

Later  he  ordered  his  own  people  to 
cut  it.  He  has  sent  out  word  that  the 
executive  departments  including  ICA 
cannot  obligate  any  more  than  they  obli¬ 
gated  in  1957.  Are  you  going  to  give 
him  more  money  and  let  him  make 
monkeys  out  of  us?  I  am  not. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  Is  it  the  gentleman’s 
opinion  that  the  President  of  the  United 
States  would  not  have  this  chore  on  his 
hands  today  if  he  had  defended  his 
budget  forthrightly  when  George  Hiun- 
phrey  attacked  it  so  viciously  at  the 
time  it  was  originally  submitted? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  BOYLE.  Probably  one  of  the  most 
important  pieces  of  legislation  to  be  re¬ 
solved  in  this  first  session  of  the  85th 
Congress  is  the  Mutual  Assistance  Act. 
The  security  of  the  United  States  should 
not  rest  on  partisan  politics. 

The  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1948 
was  enacted  into  law  on  March  31,  1948. 
Through  the  years,  referred  to  and 
styled  the  Marshall  plan  it  has  demon¬ 
strated  its  effectiveness  and  vindicated 
the  faith  that  led  to  its  enactment. 

Personally  I  would  like  to  see  the  mu¬ 
tual  aid  program,  as  it  refers  to  eco¬ 
nomic  education  and  cultural  activities 
separated  from  pure  military  activities. 

Economic  assistance  increased  educa¬ 
tional  help  and  stepped  up  multilateral 
cultural  activities  are  no  mere  gestures 
of  relief.  Neither  do  these  activities  of 
themselves  serve  to  perpetuate  dictators 
in  unilateral  control  of  subject  people 
in  utter  disregard  of  people’s  aspirations 
and  dreams  of  freedom  and  independ¬ 
ence. 

History  demonstrates  the  futility  of 
evangelizing  with  the  sworn.  The  word 
“program”  signifying  some  permanence 
and  justifies  a  longer  and  more  ambi¬ 
tious  aim. 

It  is  the  essence  of  such  a  program 
that  it  involves  of  mutual  help  and  as¬ 
sistance  looking  to  a  predetermined  mu¬ 
tually  helpful  and  good  end. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
me  talk  about  the  development  program. 
I  am  going  along  with  you  on  that.  I 
have  always  supported  foreign  aid,  and  as 
I  say,  I  think  it  is  necessary.  So  I  am 
going  along  with  you  on  this  development 
program.  But  I  have  my  doubts  about 
these  soft  loans.  The  head  of  one  of 
the  President’s  committees  that  made 
investigations  of  this  foreign-aid  pro¬ 
gram,  Ben  Pairless,  one  of  the  great  men 
of  America,  said  he  did  not  believe  in 
soft  loans.  He  said  that  it  is  better  to 
give  it  to  them  as  aid  and  acknowledge 
that  it  is  aid  than  to  pretend  that  they 
are  going  to  repay  it. 

When  it  is  repaid,  it  is  going  to  be 
repaid  in  these  foreign  currencies,  and 
they  already  have  $2  billion  of  foreign 
currencies  and  $1  billion  of  counterpart 
funds  that  they  can  use  in  addition  to 


all  of  this  money  that  will  be  put  in  this 
bill.  But  I  am  willing  to  let  it  be  tried. 

I  hope  you  will  support  the  committee 
on  this  appropriation  bill.  It  is  ample 
for  the  needs  of  the  foreign-aid  program. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Flood]. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hundred 
and  two  Members  are  present,  a  quorum. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr. 
Tunney  was  not  the  only  fellow  that  had 
a  problem,  I  see. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  this; 
No  significance  attaches  to  the  fact  that 
I  was  yielded  time  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Taber],  because  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana, 
has  a  large  subcommittee,  and  they  have 
a  right  to  speak  as  he  calls  for  them. 

But,  let  me  make  this  clear.  All 
through  the  full  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  meeting  this  morning,  all 
through  this  debate  today,  I  find  noth¬ 
ing  but  a  welter  and  a  labyrinth  of  fig¬ 
ures.  There  is  diametric  opposition  on 
figures  on  all  sections  of  this  bill  from 
both  sides  and  within  the  subcommittee 
itself.  I  make  no  comment  upon  who  is 
right  or  who  is  wrong. 

But,  I  remember  years  ago  a  famous 
play  on  Broadway  called  Margin  For 
Error,  and  the  philosophy' for  that  play 
dealt  with  the  kind  of  problem  at  which 
this  bill  from  its  inception  was  meant  to 
strike.  So,  my  friends,  when  you  are 
dealing  today  with  a  confusion  of  figures, 
dealing  with  national  and  world  welfare, 
I  submit  that  this  problem  goes  far  be¬ 
yond  that  of  mere  certified  public  ac¬ 
countants.  It  goes  beyond  the  value  of 
chief  clerks,  actuarial  funds,  and  the 
General  Accounting  Office.  This  is  not 
to  be  an  exercise  in  semantics  or  the 
techniques  of  mathematics. 

Many  of  you,  with  me,  for  years  have 
supported  the  political  philosophy,  the 
purpose,  and  the  intent,  of  mutual  secur¬ 
ity.  This  bill  is  misnamed  when  it  is 
called  foreign  aid.  This  is  American 
aid,  not  foreign  aid,  and  they  who  have 
been  the  beneficiaries  of  our  aid  in  the 
military  area  have  established  that.  I 
have  listened  to  these  debates  for  a  dozen 
years.  I  cast  no  reflection  upon  any¬ 
one’s  sincerity  and  integrity  but  I  sub¬ 
mit,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  those  who  are 
opposed  to  this  bill,  for  those  who  want  to 
support  the  cut  as  it  has  been  made,  I 
deny  to  the  subcommittee  any  priority  to 
or  any  monopoly  on  honesty  or  integrity 
or  defense  of  principle  or  belief  in  a  law 
and  its  purpose. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  regardless  of  who  he 
is  or  what  party  he  represents:  I  do  not 
believe  his  Cabinet ;  I  do  not  believe  that 
all  of  the  bureaucrats  in  or  out  of  uni¬ 
form,  would  send  to  this  Congress  legis¬ 
lation  so  fundamental,  that  would  be 
wrong,  in  error,  misjudged  and  bad,  de¬ 
liberately  or  otherwise,  if  you  will,  by 
almost  33  Vs  percent.  The  original  re¬ 
quest  came  in  of  some  $4  billion.  Re¬ 
examination  resulted  in  a  figure  of  $3.8 
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billion.  This  Congress  cut  that  request 
$500  million.  That  was  not  casual. 
You  say  that  the  great  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs  of  the  House  and  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate  did  not  give  attention  of  in¬ 
tegrity  and  examination  the  equal  of  my 
friends  on  my  own  committee?  I  say 
they  did  with  integrity  and  with  sin¬ 
cerity  and  with  work  just  as  hard. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  love  my  friend  from 
Louisiana.  I  admire  and  respect  him. 
But  this  is  not  a  popularity  contest.  I 
will  vote  for  the  gentleman  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  for  anything,  but  you  are  not  voting 
for  my  friend  from  Louisiana.  You  are 
voting  for  great  legislation;  you  are  vot¬ 
ing  for  great  good.  Am  I  to  balance  and 
juggle  figures  by  the  half  millions  when 
the  committee  itself  has  trouble  with 
the  figures?  The  gentleman  from  New 
York,  [Mr.  Taber],  an  expert  in  the  busi¬ 
ness,  is  the  proponent  for  a  set  of  figures 
upon  which  he  stands.  He  is  a  man  of 
experience. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  to  you  that 
this  is  a  bill  for  the  national  security 
and  I  shall  support  amendments  to  re¬ 
store  the  authorizations  approved  by  the 
House. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  remainder  of  the  time  on  this  side 
to  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Martin]. 

(Mr.  MARTIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
probably  one  of  the  most  important 
pieces  of  legislation  that  will  be  before 
us  this  year. 

This  is  not  a  partisan  question  that  we 
are  considering  today.  This  program 
was  initiated  in  the  first  instance  in  the 
administration  of  Harry  Truman  and  it 
has  been  continued  in  the  administration 
of  Dwight  Eisenhower. 

What  we  are  going  to  determine  today 
is  not  whether  to  save  a  few  dollars. 
You  can  save  money  and  at  the  same 
time  lose  security.  The  few  dollars  that 
you  might  save  might  be  the  cause  of 
war  and  tremendous  appropriations 
which  would  follow.  We  cannot  look  at 
this  as  just  an  economy  measure.  We 
have  got  to  look  upon  it  squarely  as  leg¬ 
islation  for  the  defense  of  our  country. 
For  that  purpose  I  rise  to  support  the 
bill  and  the  amendments  which  will  be 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Taber]  to  restore  some  of 
these  cuts.  No  one  can  doubt  the  enthu¬ 
siasm  of  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Taber]  for  economy.  He  stands 
before  us  as  a  man  who  is  noted  for  his 
“pinching  of  pennies”  as  far  as  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  expenses  are  concerned.  Yet 
in  the  hour  of  need,  when  the  security  of 
his  country  and  the  free  world  is  at 
stake,  he  favors  the  spending  of  money 
which  will  keep  us  out  of  war  and  with 
effective  allies  if  war  should  come. 

Do  we  want  to  send  more  American 
boys  abroad,  or  would  we,  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ford]  well 
said,  rather  spend  the  $105  for  a  Turkish 
soldier  so  that  he  can  take  the  place  of 
that  American  boy  as  a  sentinel? 

This  is  a  serious  problem  before  us 
today.  It  is  one  far  beyond  the  saving 


of  money.  The  people  want  peace.  The 
American  people  know  if  we  are  to  have 
peace  this  whole  free  world  must  be 
strong,  not  just  the  people  of  America. 

One  more  thought.  There  are  two 
men  who  are  entrusted  with  the  security 
of  this  country.  One  is  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  the  other  is  the  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  Admiral 
Radford.  These  two  men  know  not  only 
the  value  of  our  own  forces  in  the  free 
world  but  that  the  opponent  who  stands 
hungrily  back  of  the  Iron  Curtain  ready 
to  march  if  the  opportunity  presents  it¬ 
self.  These  two  men  whom  we  rely  upon 
for  expert  judgment  say  they  cannot 
maintain  America’s  standing  and  the 
strength  of  the  world  if  we  cut  below  the 
figures  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
will  offer. 

I  say  to  you,  it  is  not  a  partisan  mat¬ 
ter;  it  is  not  a  matter  of  criminations 
between  members  of  committees.  It  is 
an  American  question.  I  know  and  you 
know  there  are  people  who  might  try 
to  gain  political  advantage  because  of 
your  vote  on  this  bill.  We  must  not  give 
this  thought  too  much  attention.  I  am 
proud  of  America.  I  believe  this  great 
country  of  ours  in  the  hour  of  danger, 
and  we  are  in  danger  as  long  as  the  Com¬ 
munists  threaten  this  world,  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  are  not  afraid  to  face  it.  They 
are  not  afraid  to  spend  money  if  it  will 
bring  security  for  the  free  world. 

So  I  say  to  you,  I  hope  you  will  put 
America  above  party;  yes,  put  America 
even  above  your  own  personal  fortunes 
because  I  know  that  in  the  years  that 
remain  for  all  of  us  there  will  be  a 
greater  satisfaction  if  we  know  that  in 
a  tense  period,  in  an  hour  of  great  peril, 
an  hour  when  America  called  for  aid, 
we  had  the  courage  to  vote  for  this 
money,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it 
may  be  unpopular  with  a  few  people. 
And  let  me  say  that  I  am  not  so  sure 
about  the  unpopularity  of  this  issue. 
Some  people  think  it  is  unpopular  to 
take  this  stand.  They  have  the  right 
to  their  own  opinion.  Local  elements 
in  any  community  may  voice  that  view, 
but  way  down  deep,  let  me  repeat,  the 
American  people  want  security,  they 
want  to  keep  back  the  Communists,  they 
want  to  keep  America  so  strong  that  we 
need  not  fear  a  war;  and  that  is  the 
price  we  pay  for  peace. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  15  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Gary]. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say 
at  the  very  beginning  that  I  agree  with 
every  single  argument  the  distinguished 
minoi'ity  fioor  leader  made  in  this  well 
just  a  few  moments  ago.  The  only  thing 
I  disagree  with  him  on  is  his  conclusion. 
I  believe  the  Members  of  this  House 
know  that  I  have  long  been  a  friend  of 
foreign  aid.  I  have  long  recognized  its 
necessity.  I  realize  we  are  fighting  a 
cold  war  with  a  ruthless  enemy  and  that 
we  must  use  every  weapon  at  our  com¬ 
mand,  if  we  are  to  win  that  war.  I  had 
the  privilege  of  acting  as  chairman  and 
sponsor  of  the  first  foreign  aid  bill  that 
came  to  the  floor  of  the  House.  That 
was  in  1950.  I  sponsored  the  bill  for  4 
years.  I  defended  it  on  this  floor.  For 
the  next  2  years,  my  good  friend,  the 


gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber] 
was  chairman  of  the  committee  and  I 
was  the  ranking  minority  member.  It 
has  been  my  privilege  to  serve  on  the 
subcommittee  that  has  handled  this  bill 
ever  since  the  foreign-aid  program 
began. 

I  want  to  say  this — that  during  the 
entire  time  I  have  been  a  Member  of  this 
House  I  have  never  seen  a  more  conscien¬ 
tious,  a  more  dedicated,  and  a  harder 
working  chairman  than  the  present 
chairman  of  our  subcommittee.  He  has 
labored  day  and  night.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  one  of  my  self -assumed  duties  on 
the  subcommittee  has  been  to  try  to  hold 
him  down  so  that  he  would  not  over¬ 
work  and  overtax  himself  on  this  meas¬ 
ure.  Moreover,  I  have  never  seen  a 
Member  appear  on  the  floor  of  this  House 
with  a  better  grasp  of  his  subject  and  a 
greater  knowledge  of  his  bill.  He  has 
the  figures  at  his  fingertips  and  knows 
exactly  what  he  is  talking  about. 

I  yield  to  no  one  in  my  belief  in  this 
program — but  let  me  read  to  you  an  ex¬ 
tract  from  a  letter  written  on  June  28  of 
this  year.  It  was  signed  by  Mr.  Percival 
F.  Brundage,  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  and  was  sent  to  every  de¬ 
partment  of  the  Government  including 
the  Director  of  the  International  Co¬ 
operation  Administration.  Here  is  what 
Mr.  Brundage  told  the  heads  of  the 
departments : 

June  28,  1957. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  The  President  has 
requested  that  all  agencies  in  the  executive 
branch  keep  the  rates  of  commitments,  obli¬ 
gations  and  expenditures  for  the  fiscal  year 
1958  at  or  below  the  level  for  the  fiscal  year 
1957,  to  the  extent  feasible,  and  that  I  in¬ 
form  you  of  the  necessary  procedures  for 
achieving  this  purpose. 

Then,  he  outlines  the  procedures  for 
the  head  of  the  department  to  achieve 
that  purpose.  The  best  way  I  know  to 
achieve  that  purpose  is  not  to  appropri¬ 
ate  the  money.  Now,  we  want  to  help 
the  President  achieve  his  purpose.  Let 
us  apply  the  letter  to  this  particular  bill. 
The  President  has  requested  that  all 
agencies  in  the  executive  branch  keep 
the  rate  of  commitments,  obligations 
and  expenditures  at  or  below  the  level 
for  fiscal  year  1957.  Now,  what  was  the 
total  of  the  commitments  and  obliga¬ 
tions  in  the  foreign  aid  program  for 
1957?  It  was  $3,336,526,000, 

What  did  we  allow  in  this  bill  for  the 
commitments  and  obligations  for  1958? 
$3,285,483,000.  In  other  words,  our 
recommendations  are  just  slightly  below 
the  commitments  and  obligations  for 
1957,  which  the  President  says  he  wants 
to  follow. 

But  let  us  look  a  little  further.  My 
good  friend  from  Michigan — and  he  is  a 
good  friend  of  mine;  this  is  one  of  the 
ablest  subcommittees  that  I  know  of. 
They  have  all  worked  hard,  and  I  do  not 
know  of  anyone  who  knows  more  about 
this  bill  than  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Ford].  Of  course,  you  all 
know  that  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Taber]  never  comes  to  the  floor 
unless  he  is  well  informed.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan  [Mr,  Ford]  says 
that  we  made  a  mistake  by  not  cutting 
some  of  the  other  features  of  the  pro- 
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gram,  but  that  we  cut  the  military  too 
much. 

What  were  the  commitments  and  ob¬ 
ligations  for  the  military  assistance 
program  in  1957?  $1,674,200,000.  Now, 
what  do  we  allow  in  this  bill  for  com¬ 
mitments  and  obligations  for  military 
assistance  in  1958?  $1,788,800,000.  In 

other  words,  for  military  assistance  we 
have  allowed  more  for  commitments  and 
obligations  in  1958  than  they  had  in 
1957. 

But  there  is  one  other  item.  The 
President  says  he  wants  to  keep  the  com¬ 
mitments  and  obligations  and  expendi¬ 
tures  at  the  1957  level.  Let  us  look  at 
expenditures.  What  were  the  total  ex¬ 
penditures  under  this  bill  in  1957? 
$3,910,000,000.  What  will  be  available 
for  expenditures  under  the  bill  that  is 
before  you  at  the  present  time?  $8,719,- 
760,000.  In  other  words,  you  have  fimds 
available  for  expenditures  not  only  for 
1  year  but  for  2  ^4  years. 

There  has  been  some  question  about 
these  figures,  particularly  on  the  obliga¬ 
tions  for  the  military  assistance  pro¬ 
gram.  All  I  ask  you  to  do  is  to  look  at 
the  table  that  appears  on  page  404  of 
the  committee  hearings.  This  table  was 
furnished  by  the  military  authorities, 
showing  their  obligations  for  1957.  It 
shows  total  obligations  reservations  of 
$1,713,000,000. 

I  have  in  my  hand  a  letter  from  Mr. 
Shaw,  Comptroller  of  the  International 
Security  Administration.  This  was 
written  on  July  24,  1957.  It  was  a  mem¬ 
orandum  for  John  Murphy,  W'ho  is 
Comptroller  of  the  International  Coo*p- 
eration  Administration,  and  it  says: 

Subject;  MAT,  June  30,  1957.  Unobligated 
balance. 

The  estimate  of  unobligated  fiscal  year 
1957  funds  as  of  June  30,  1957,  Included  in 
the  fiscal  year  1958  mutual  secvnity  docu¬ 
ment  is  $500  million.  Recent  reports  from 
employment  agencies  indicate  that  the  un¬ 
obligated  balance  of  military  assistance 
fixed  as  of  June  30,  1957,  will  be  not  less 
than  $538,800,000.  It  is  requested  that  the 
House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  be  ad¬ 
vised  of  this  revised  estimate. 

If  you  take  the  figure  I  have  just  read 
to  you,  $1,713,000,000,  which  is  based 
upon  the  $500  million  unobligated  bal¬ 
ance,  and  subtract  from  it  the  $38.8 
million  additional  balance  now  esti¬ 


mated,  you  will  get  the  figure  of  $1,674,- 
200,000  which  has  been  used  throughout 
this  debate  by  the  chairman  and  other 
members  of  the  committee  on  our  side 
of  the  aisle. 

Therefore,  there  can  be  no  question 
about  the  fact  that  they  were  the  obliga¬ 
tions  for  the  fiscal  year  1957  and  that 
we  are  allowing  a  larger  amoimt  for 
obligations  for  military  assistance  for 
the  fiscal  year  1958. 

Mr.  FTJLTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield?  • 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULTON.  The  gentleman  has  al¬ 
ways  had  well-considered  opinions.  I 
would  like  to  ask  him  if  he  has  consid¬ 
ered  some  events  that  have  happened 
between  the  1957  fiscal  year  appropria¬ 
tions  and  the  1958  fiscal  year  proposal. 
There  is  the  Mideast  trouble  that 
caused  the  Eisenhower  doctrine  to  be 
proposed,  that  our  United  States  mu¬ 
tual  security  programs  have  had  to  take 
on  and  absorb.  I,  for  one,  do  not  want 
to  take  a  chance  of  losing  the  Mideast 
because  of  the  vital  United  States  inter¬ 
est  in  oil  reserves  in  this  area,  the  Suez 
Canal,  and  the  State  of  Israel,  as  well 
as  our  friends  and  allies  in  Turkey, 
Greece,  Pakistan,  and  other  friendly 
countries. 

The  United  States  simply  cannot  cut 
the  pipeline  of  aid,  because  these  obliga¬ 
tions  have  been  made  in  advance.  You 
are  getting  down  to  the  point  now 
where  you  are  going  to  cut  maintenance 
of  proper  security  forces.  What  you  are 
really  going  to  do  is  to  cut  out  $600  mil¬ 
lion  of  the  $900  million  of  new  weapons 
programed  for  our  allies,  cut  out  delivery 
of  the  Century  series  of  planes,  and  the 
series  of  planes  that  are  for  use  in  anti¬ 
submarine  warfare;  you  are  going  to 
cut  out  the  minesweepers  and  the  rockets 
and  missiles  for  our  allies  and  the  United 
States  foreign  security  bases.  Why  cut 
the  program  there? 

Mr.  GARY.  Let  me  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  history  does  repeat  itself.  We 
have  here  today  an  absolute  repetition 
of  what  took  place  on  the  floor  of  this 
House  1  year  ago.  Our  committee  at 
that  time  recommended  cuts  in  the  bill. 
We  were  told  we  were  gutting  the  pro¬ 
gram.  My  good  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio — and  I  have  his  quotation 
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right  here  in  the  Record  in  front  of  me, 
where  he  said  we  were  gutting  the  bill. 
At  that  time  we  were  told  by  the  White 
House  that  we  would  wi’eck  the  program. 

What  happened?  Instead  of  gutting 
the  bill  and  wrecking  the  program,  they 
were  unable  to  obligate  $667,050,000  of 
the  money  we  appropriated  for  them. 
Can  anyone  stand  here  now  and  say 
that  we  wrecked  the  program  when  we 
cut  the  bill  last  year? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  if 
not  another  penny  of  money  were  ap¬ 
propriated  they  would  still  have  enough 
to  keep  going  at  the  current  rate  of 
expenditure  until  January  1959? 

Mr.  GARY.  Yes;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  PULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULTON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
recall,  I  offered  the  amendment  that  cut 
$1  billion  out  of  the  appropriation  last 
year.  I  am  not  one  of  the  extremists. 
I  felt  we  should  make  the  cut  last  year 
and  I  was  glad  we  did  because  I  felt  that 
we  had  cut  pretty  much  of  the  fat  out 
of  the  program.  So  this  year  I  mention 
the  fact  at  this  point  that  it  will  come 
out  of  the  new  weapons  program  if  we 
cut  the  bill  materially;  and,  as  a  former 
veteran  myself,  I  want  the  new  weapons, 
and  at  this  point  I  think  you  are  begin¬ 
ning  to  talk  about  false  economy. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  I  merely 
wanted  to  ask  the  gentleman  who  said 
the  program  could  continue  until  1959 
if  not  another  dime  were  appropriated, 
what  we  would  use  for  money  to  pay  for 
services  in  the  field,  to  supply  the  neces¬ 
sary  maintenance  for  troops?  You  can¬ 
not  rely  on  the  pipeline  for  that.  We 
have  $70  billion  in  our  own  pipeline  for 
defense  but  we  still  pay  our  troops  out 
of  current  appropriations. 

Mr.  GARY.  If  no  funds  were  appro¬ 
priated  this  year  there  would  be  $6,195,- 
000,000  left  in  the  fund. 

Leave  having  been  granted,  I  include 
the  following  table; 
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Pn  thousands  of  dollars] 


Month 

Obligations 

Reservations 

Total  obligations/ 
reservations 

Expenditures 

1956 

1957 

1956 

1957 

1956 

1957 

1956  > 

1957 

85, 342 
(21,092) 
15, 176 
10, 192 
62, 100 
35,  917 
32,  846 
(95,  202) 
6,323 
60,296 

60,680 
30, 045 
34,111 
14,823 
29,  535 
27, 935 
33, 064 
44,095 
32,  293 
217,  542 

17, 143 

85, 342 
(21,092) 
15, 176 
10. 192 
62,100 
35, 917 
32,846 
61,  967 
6,323 
375, 577 

67.822 
30,045 
18,059 

14.823 
29,  535 

625, 069 
83,938 
44, 095 
127,  885 
300,  395 

92, 274 
84,345 
79, 176 
2.51,316 
114,018 
174,  486 
130,  536 
91,086 
297, 082 
193, 873 

299,304 
157, 172 
94,358 
160. 088 
98,  746 
102,  291 
178,  492 
136,  777 
261,  ,509 
155,  856 

August- . . . . 

September . . . . . . 

(16, 052) 

October— _ _ _ _ 

November _  . 

December _ _ _ 

497,  734 
50,874 

January _ 

Tebruarv _ 

147, 169 

March _ 

95,  593 
82, 854 

April _  -  - 

Subtotal « . . . 

May .  . 

315,  281 

191, 898 
49,  348 
145,  224 

514. 124 
174,  476 
188,900 

462,450 

728, 147 
67, 353 
60,000 

654,  348 
49,348 
146,  224 

1,  242,  271 
231,829 
238,900 

1,  508, 791 
312, 089 
761, 126 

1,  644,  057 
274,  921 
280,  422 

Total » . 

386,470 

877,  600 

462,  450 

835,500 

848,920 

1,713,000 

2,  572, 006 

2,200,000 

'  May  and  Jime  1957  totals  are  estimated. 

•  1956  expenditures  exclude  reimbursemenls. 


*  Totals  may  not  add  due  to  rounding. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  expired. 
All  time  for  general  debate  has  expired. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Military  assistance:  For  assistance  author¬ 
ized  by  section  103  (a)  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  title  I,  chapter  1  (Including  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  as  authorized  by  section 
103  (b),  which  shall  not  exceed  $23,500,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1958),  $1,250,000,000;  and 
in  addition  not  to  exceed  $538,800,000  of  un¬ 
obligated  and  unreserved  balances  of  funds 
heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of 
section  103  (a)  and  section  104  are  continued 
available  for  the  purposes  of  section  103  (a) . 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Taber  ;  On  page 
2,  line  11.  strike  out  “$1,250,000,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  $1,600,000,000.” 

(By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Taber)  he  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill 
before  us  carries  a  total  of  $1,788,000,000 
or  $450,000,000  below  last  year’s  figures 
for  this  item.  That  is  in  spite  of  the 
fact  that  on  top  of  the  figures  of  dis¬ 
bursements  or  obligations  that  were  re¬ 
ferred  to  by  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
and  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana,  there 
were  in  addition  $500  million  that  came 
out  of  the  programs  appropriated  for  the 
fiscal  years  1950  to  1956  to  make  up  those 
obligations. 

I  have  before  me  a  letter  from  Assist¬ 
ant  Secretary  of  Defense,  Mansfield  D. 
Sprague,  who  is  in  charge  of  this  pro¬ 
gram,  the  letter  being  dated  August  15, 
and  reading  as  follows; 

Department  op  Defense, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 

FOR  International  Security  Affairs, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  August  15,  1957. 
The  Honorable  John  Taber, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Taber:  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
there  has  been  a  misunderstanding  as  to  the 
dollar  level  of  the  military  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  which  was  carried  out  during  fiscal 
year  1957.  The  amount  of  obligations/reser¬ 
vations  made  against  fiscal  year  1957  funds 
has  been  misconstrued  as  being  the  entire 
program  in  that  fiscal  year. 

It  is  true  that  the  obligations  in  fiscal  year 
1957  were  approximately  $1.7  billion.  How¬ 
ever.  this  is  not  true  with  respect  to  actual 
performance.  The  fiscal  year  1957  program 
totaled  over  $2.2  billion,  and  this  program 
was  put  into  effect — it  was  put  into  effect 
in  part,  through  the  obligation  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $1.7  billion  in  new  funds.  The  re¬ 
maining  $500  million  of  the  program  was  car¬ 
ried  out  by  redistributing  $500  million  worth 
of  spare  parts,  ammunition,  and  other  main¬ 
tenance  items  from  prior  year  programs  to 
new  recipients  under  the  fiscal  year  1957 
program. 

Several  countries  did  not  use  their  equip¬ 
ment  in  prior  years  at  the  rates  which  had 
been  anticipated  and  a  careful  screening  of 
the  programs  revealed  that  the  pipeline  could 
be  reduced  for  these  countries  and  the  result¬ 
ing  savings  applied  to  fiscal  year  1957  require¬ 
ments.  It  was  the  use  of  this  previously 
programed  materiel  in  the  fiscal  year  1957 
program  which  created  the  $500  million  sav¬ 
ing  which  was  reported  to  the  Congress  as 
unobligated.  This  $2.2  billion  program  was 
Included  to  the  presentation  made  to  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Mansfield  D.  Sprague. 


Frankly,  we  are  now  right  in  the 
midst  of  things.  We  are  about  to  arm 
Germany  so  that  she  can  take  her  part 
in  holding  up  the  defense  of  Europe. 
We  have  in  this  item  $175  million  for 
the  purpose  of  supplying  arms  to  the 
Germans  as  vtU  as  the  sale  of  arms  to 
them  on  the  installment  plan.  That  is 
in  addition  to  what  would  be  the  nor¬ 
mal  situation.  We  have  on  top  of  that 
expenditures  which  are  larger,  the  ma¬ 
terials  being  more  costly,  than  the  1957 
funds  produced,  and  which  was  charged 
to  previous  appropriations. 

Now,  the  reduction  in  the  funds  is  in 
the  neighborhood  of  $424  million.  That 
is  practically  25  percent  of  the  whole 
amount  that  was  asked  for.  If  we  cut 
the  Army  appropriation  by  25  percent, 
where  would  we  be?  We  would  be  out 
the  window.  Now,  that  is  just  about 
where  we  will  be  if  we  go  ahead  and  cut 
this  item  by  25  percent. 

As  to  some  of  the  items  that  come 
along  later,  some  of  them  are  cut  on  a 
larger  scale.  The  item  for  defense  sup¬ 
port  is  cut  on  a  40  percent  basis.  Now, 
we  have  got  to  wake  up  and  appreciate 
our  problem.  Some  of  us  who  were  not 
real  keen  for  these  foreign  aid  programs, 
with  the  economic  feature  alone,  have 
come  to  realize  that  the  defense  support 
and  military  a^ssistance  in  these  items  is 
the  key  to  the  whole  thing.  The  only 
way  that  we  are  going  to  save  money  is 
go  long  that  way,  because  we  get  along 
without  having  so  many  of  our  own 
troops  stationed  in  foreign  countries. 
We  get  along  without  wasting  such  a  lot 
of  our  own  energy  and  so  much  of  trans¬ 
portation.  Ten  percent  of  the  cost  of 
maintaining  our  own  troops  overseas  is 
all  that  is  necessary  to  supply  arms  and 
ammunition  and  to  pay  and  feed  the 
troops  over  there.  Now,  that  is  why  we 
need  this  money.  That  is  why  I  am  for 
it.  It  saves  us  money  and  it  is  needed 
for  the  preservation  of  our  national  se¬ 
curity. 

Do  you  realize  the  problem  involved 
in  sending  troops  into  other  countries? 
It  does  not  make  any  difference  whether 
they  are  friendly  or  not.  It  results  in 
trouble.  Therefore,  the  only  thing  we 
can  do  in  this  situation  is  to  see  that 
these  people  are  equipped  to  take  care 
of  themselves  in  the  defense  of  their  own 
homelands  so  far  as  it  is  possible  for  us 
to  do  it.  Now,  that  is  why  I  have  asked 
to  have  this  amount  restored  to  the 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  the 
amount  that  the  House  agreed  upon  yes¬ 
terday  afternoon  when  it  adopted  the 
conference  report,  $1.6  billion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  that  the  members 
of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  vote  for 
this  amendment.  It  is  an  economy 
measure.  It  is  a  measure  that  is  neces¬ 
sary  for  national  defense.  The  people 
who  do  not  appreciate  that  cannot  be 
ranged  along  the  line  with  those  who  are 
in  favor  of  economy, 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  the  floor  at  this 
time  because  I  think  I  have  said  enough 
to  convince  the  people  who  really  are 
thinking  about  this;  and  that  is  all  I  ask. 
I  ask  that  we  meet  our  responsibilities 
here  and  do  the  right  kind  of  a  job  for 
the  United  States  of  America. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Cfiiairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 


(Mr.  PASSMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  . 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
should  think  it  would  be  much  better  to 
stop  discussing  generalities  and  raising 
strawmen  to  be  knocked  down,  and  re¬ 
turn  to  the  actual  facts.  Less  than  10 
minutes  ago  I  requested  the  clerk  of  the 
committee  to  call  the  high  officials  down 
at  the  ICA  and  verify  the  figures  given 
to  me  earlier.  They  stated  that  the 
figures  are  absolutely  correct. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  fond  of  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Taber].  Certainly  he  is  going  to 
have  to  carry  the  ball  for  the  adminis¬ 
tration.  And  if  you  should  read  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman’s  remarks  of  last 
year  and  read  the  Record  tomorrow 
morning,  you  would  have  to  I’efer  to  the 
date  to  find  out  which  year’s  Record  you 
read  first. 

Last  year,  on  July  11,  1956,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  TaberJ  said: 

Here  I  feel  that  I  must  support  whatever 
efforts  can  be  made  to  Increase  the  bill  at 
least  to  the  authorization  level  on  the  item, 
for  military  assistance. 

That  is  the  same  item  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  was  discussing  this 
time.  But  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  he  made  that  statement  last  year, 
what  are  the  actual  facts  before  us? 
Mr.  Hollister  and  the  other  witnesses 
said: 

We  will  have  to  admit  that  we  overstated 
our  requirements  and  we  are  having  to  turn 
back  $538,800,000  which  we  do  not  need. 

I  thought  it  would  be  well  to  have  a 
letter  from  some  official  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  verifying  this  figure. 
So  it  is  stated  here: 

Recent  reports  from  the  Implementing 
agencies  indicate  that  the  unobligated  bal¬ 
ance  of  military  assistance  funds  as  of  Juno 
30,  1957,  will  be  not  less  than  $538,800,000. 

Let  US  deal  entirely  with  the  facts. 
Because  of  the  testimony  last  year  and 
the  urging  from  Members  of  the  other 
body,  when  we  went  to  conference,  we 
receded  on  part  of  the  savings  we  had 
effected.  But,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
think  it  would  be  good  taste  to  embar¬ 
rass  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
New  York.  I  certainly  have  no  intention 
of  doing  so.  Nor  do  I  have  any  inten¬ 
tion  of  embarrassing  the  distinguished 
minority  leader,  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Martin].  I  am  not 
going  to  read  his  remarks  unless  I  am 
forced  to  do  so.  But  he  made  similar 
remarks  last  year  which  certainly 
embarrassed  me. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Yes;  I  will  be  happy 
to  yield. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  was  interested  to  note 
that  the  gentieman  failed  to  realize  that 
the  saving  was  made  as  the  result  of  the 
use  of  the  funds  that  were  appropriated 
for  the  prior  years,  and  that  was  the  re¬ 
suit  of  a  little  bit  of  investigation  on 
the  part  of  bureaucrats,  to  go  out  and 
save  some  money.  That  is  the  thing  the 
gentleman  has  overlooked,  and  that  is 
the  reason  the  figures  he  has  used  are 
not  a  good  base. 
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In  fiscal  1956  the  military  could  obli¬ 
gate  only  $848,920,000.  They  could 
obligate  only  $1,674,200,000  in  fiscal 
1957.  They  admitted  that  we  gave  them 
too  much  money.  But,  even  so,  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  committee  decided  we 
should  recommend  more  money  for  ob¬ 
ligation  this  year  than  they  had  for 
fiscal  1956. 

I  do  want  you  to  give  particular  atten¬ 
tion  to  this  matter.  If  you  adopt  this 
bill,  you  will  have  appropriated  to  the 
military  $5,512,000,000,  which  is  a  money 
supply,  according  to  your  own  testimony, 
that  would  last  for  2  years  6  months  and 
6  days.  This  represents  a  full  2^4  years’ 
supply  of  funds. 

Remember,  every  year  for  10  years  the 
military  has  been  guilty  of  overstating 
its  requirements  and  has  been  guilty  of 
overstating  the  amount  actually  to  be 
expended.  I  think  every  Member  of  the 
minority  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
admits  that  without  exception  for  10 
years  the  militaiy  has  overstated  the 
amount  of  money  it  would  spend.  They 
say  that  they  will  spend  only  $2,200,- 
000,000  in  fiscal  1958,  but  we  are  recom¬ 
mending  a  total  of  $5,512,000,000,  in¬ 
cluding  the  reservations,  which  is  a  2*4 
years’  supply. 

I  certainly  hope  the  Members  will  ap¬ 
preciate  the  position  of  the  distinguisHed 
gentleman  from  New  York,  and  realize 
that  he  must  carry  the  ball  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration.  But  do  not  become  too 
excited  about  the  figures  the  magicians 
may  send  them  nor  about  the  generali¬ 
ties  you  have  been  hearing.  Go  back 
to  the  figures  every  time  and  you  will 
support  this  bill. 

I  wish  you  would  refer  to  page  404  of 
the  hearings.  In  the  last  column,  the 
witnesses  state  they  can  spend  only 
$2,200,000,000.  There  have  been  too 
many  figures  brought  up  here  that  can¬ 
not  be  substantiated.  And  did  you  un¬ 
derstand  that  I  mentioned  when  I 
walked  into  the  well  of  the  House  that 
only  10  minutes  before  I  walked  into  the 
well  of  the  House  I  called  the  officials 
down  at  the  International  Cooperation 
Administration  and  they  said,  “The 
figm-es  you  are  using  are  absolutely  cor¬ 
rect.” 

Earlier  today  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  said  he  was  going 
to  provide  a  letter  showing  some  differ¬ 
ent  figures  for  this  matter.  I  am  still 
waiting  for  those  other  figures. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Yes;  I  will  be  pleased 
to  yield. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  read  the  letter  in  full, 
and  it  is  right  in  the  Record  now.  I 
have  the  original  letter  right  here. 
I  have  already  read  it  into  the  Record.  I 
am  sorry  the  gentleman  did  not  pay  at¬ 
tention  when  I  was  reading  it.  I  tried 
to  read  loud  enough  so  he  could  hear  it. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  May  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  if  it  is  true  that  we 
are  recommending  new  funds  of 
$1,778,800,000  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  TABER.  No;  not  new  funds. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  1  hope  the  gentleman 
Is  not  as  mixed  up  on  other  points  as 
he  is  on  this. 


Mr.  TABER.  There  is  $538,800,000  of 
reappropriations,  and  $1,250,000,000  of 
new  money. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Does  not  that  add  up 
to  $1,788,800,000? 

Mr.  TABER.  Yes;  but  that  is  only 
part  new  money. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Michigan  told  me  this  morning,  and  he 
corrected  me — I  was  a  little  embar¬ 
rassed,  but  I  was  glad  to  have  his  state¬ 
ment — that  the  money  lapsed.  He  said, 
"You  just  forget  all  about  that.”  This  is 
entirely  new  money;  is  that  true? 

Mr.  FORD.  That  is  conect. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  May  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  if  it  is  correct 
that  there  is  obligated  a  reserve  carry¬ 
over  in  the  amount  of  $1,723  million? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  am  sorry  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana  is  more  interested 
in  technicalities  than  in  the  merits  of 
the  bill  and  in  the  needs  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  That  is  the  meat  of  the  question. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  No;  these  are  plain 
facts.  Will  the  gentleman  state  whether 
or  not  it  is  true  that  this  phase  of  the 
program  has  $3,723,200,000  carried  over 
from  prior  years? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  do  not  think  it  is  that 
much,  I  do  not  know,  but  let  me  see  here 
in  the  record  for  a  moment. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  am  sorry  if  the 
gentleman  does  not  know.  I  do  know. 

Mr.  TABER.  We  have  a  statement 
that  the  gentleman  gave  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  we  had  that  amount — ^yes. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Can  you  say  that  it 
is  different  than  this  amount. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  cannot. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  I  thought  sooner  or  later  he 
would  admit  I  was  right. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Hoffman]. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  have  followed  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  down  the  aisle 
in  the  interest  of  economy — ^I  do  not 
know — 30  or  40  or  50  times,  time  and 
time  again  for  10  years.  Often  when 
there  were  but  10  or  20  or  50 — many 
times  when  there  were  more  than  100,  I 
have  heard  him  vote  against  appropria¬ 
tions.  I  have  gone  with  him  on  his  drive 
to  save  our  own  people  money.  I  can¬ 
not  go  along  now  in  giving  away  all 
this  money  to  other  nations  when  the 
worthwhile  result  has  been  nil.  If  econ¬ 
omy  is  good  for  our  own  folks  it  is  good 
for  others.  Pinch  a  penny  that  might 
help  some  needy  individual  here  at  home, 
throw  down  the  drain  billions  for  false 
friends,  billions  to  be  wasted  abroad,  as 
even  he  will  admit — not  me. 

(Mr.  PASSMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mi’.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  suppose  it  takes  more 
than  an  ordinary  amount  of  courage  to 
undertake  to  follow  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  who  has  spent  so  much  time  on 
this  program,  a  gentleman  for  whom  I 
have  the  highest  personal  respect  as  a 
Member  of  this  body.  I  count  him  as  my 
friend  as  I  am  his  friend.  I  spoke  to  him 
earlier  about  this  bill.  He  said,  “Well, 
now  if  I  give  you  all  you  ought  to  have. 


will  you  be  satisfied?”  And  I  said,  “If 
you  will  just  let  me  in  on  that  determi¬ 
nation,  I  will  be  satisfied.” 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  am  sorry  I  did  not 
let  the  gentleman  in  on  it  because  I  am 
sure  the  gentleman  would  have  been  on 
my  side  if  I  had  let  him  in  on  the  amount. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  heard  what  the 
gentleman  had  to  say  since  we  started 
this  debate.  I  have  read  as  much  of  it 
as  I  could,  and  unfortunately  for  him, 
possibly,  but  maybe  fortunately  for  the 
country,  I ’find  myself  in  disagreement 
with  the  gentleman.  I  want  to  address 
what  I  am  about  to  say  to  my  good 
friends  on  the  right  hand  side  of  the 
aisle.  The  gentleman  reminisced  a  bit 
about  some  earlier  statements  about  this 
program  and  some  of  the  things  that 
have  been  done  and  said  thi-ough  the 
years.  Would  you  permit  me  to  say  that 
not  so  long  ago  it  was  my  privilege,  at 
the  invitation  of  President  Truman  to  go 
to  Independence,  Mo.,  his  hometown,  to 
participate  in  the  ceremonies  there  for 
the  dedication  of  the  Truman  Library. 
Senator  Knowland  went  there  from  the 
other  body  and  former  President  Hoover 
was  there.  I  sat  and  listened  to  speaker 
after  speaker  tell  of  the  great  accom¬ 
plishments  of  Mr.  Truman  and  his  ad¬ 
ministration.  I  felt  a  little  pride  in  my 
part  in  the  accomplishment  of  the  things 
that  were  stressed  there  because,  as  I 
listened  to  the  speakers,  there  was  a 
constant  repetition  of  the  great  accom¬ 
plishments  for  the  world  and  for  the 
cause  of  peace  and  freedom  which  were 
found  in  the  beginning  of  the  Truman 
doctrine,  the  interim  aid  to  France  and 
Italy,  the  Greek-Turkish  aid,  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan,  and  the  adoption  of  the 
NATO  agreement.  May  I  remind  my 
friends  on  the  right  hand  side  of  the  aisle 
that  it  was  the  Republican  80th  Con¬ 
gress  in  which  I  was  privileged  to  serve 
as  majority  leader  that  we  responded  to 
a  then  Democratic  President  of  the 
United  States.  To  do  what?  To  resist 
Communist  aggression  and  infiltration. 
Yes,  and  to  provide  for  the  security  of 
our  own  country.  Now,  as  I  watched 
some  of  these  votes  in  recent  years,  far 
be  it  from  me  to  say  that  anyone  is  play¬ 
ing  politics  with  this  measure  or  that 
anyone  is  resisting  it  because  our  Presi¬ 
dent  now  happens  to  be  a  Republican. 

I  would  not  think  that.  I  am  not 
.charging  that.  All  I  am  saying  is  that 
I  trust  my  friends  on  the  right  side  of 
the  aisle  will  respond  to  this  President 
as  we  responded  then,  to  carry  on  this 
program  that  is  heralded  by  many  as 
having  been  a  great  accomplishment  for 
the  cause  of  freedom  and  liberty  all  over 
the  world. 

Some  people  may  say  that  the  need  for 
this  program  has  gone;  that  it  is  all  give¬ 
away. 

Now,  if  you  think  that  the  Russian 
Communist  conspiracy  is  not  a  real 
threat  to  our  security,  then,  of  course, 
you  ought  to  be  against  this  whole  pro¬ 
gram.  But  how  can  you  come  to  any 
such  conclusion  as  that?  I  do  not  see 
how  any  of  us  can.  I  think  the  threat 
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is  real.  Let  me  ask  you,  when  our  boys 
w’ho  were  being  shot  in  Korea,  were  the 
Communists  firing  real  bullets  at  them? 
You  know  they  were  firing  real  bullets, 
and  our  boys  felt  it.  So  I  say  that  the 
very  threat  that  existed  earlier  is  still 
with  us;  and  with  it  all,  the  development 
of  airplanes  that  fly  faster,  and  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  missiles  with  greater  range. 

Now,  what  is  this  program  all  about 
in  respect  to  this  military  assistance? 
It  is  to  build  the  offshore  defense  of  the 
United  States  and  the  free  world.  It  is 
as  simple  as  that.  We  are  past  the  time 
when  we  can  draw  back  to  our  own 
shores  and  say,  “Plere  we  make  our 
stand.” 

Much  of  the  money  here  involved 
would  be-  going  to  Korea  to  maintain 
those  divisions.  Did  we  fight  in  Korea 
to  lose  what  we  have  there?  Other  parts 
of  this  money  would  go  to  Formosa.  We 
all  voted  for  the  Formosa  resolution. 
Did  we  mean  it,  or  are  we  going  to  welch 
on  it?  Are  we  going  to  say  to  our 
friends  and  allies  there  that  we  are 
going  to  back  out?  The  money  involved 
in  this  Act  will  adversely  affect  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  our  defense  in  Turkey,  in 
the  Baghdad  Pact  countries  that  are 
literally  on  the  periphery  of  the  Rus¬ 
sians.  The  cut  of  some  $600  million  that 
has  been  made  from  the  original  request, 
I  am  informed,  would  have  to  come 
principally  from  the  money  that  was 
allocated  in  this  program  in  the  first  in-  . 
stance  to  modernizing  the  weapons  of 
our  friends  and  allies  in  those  important 
places. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  HalleckI 
has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Halleck 
was  granted  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  HALLECK.  The  NATO  coimtries 
the  same  way.  They  are  the  countries 
and  theirs  are  the  forces  that  will  first 
act  and  will  first  come  under  the  gun  in 
the  event  of  real  Communist  aggression. 
They  are  ready  to  stand.  They  want 
freedom.  They  want  liberty.  They 
want  peace.  But  they  will  not  continue 
to  stand  with  us  if  we  begin  to  welch  on 
our  obligations. 

I  have  heard  our  distinguished  Speak¬ 
er  say  many  times,  as  we  have  voted 
money  for  national  defense,  and  even 
for  this  program,  that  if  we  are  going  to 
err  we  ought  not  to  err  on  the  side  of 
too  little.  Rather  we  should  err  on  the 
side  of  having  too  much.  We  must 
strengthen  the  national  defense.  Let 
me  say  to  some  of  you  who  are  going  to 
support  this  cut  that  it  will  be  something 
like  some  other  votes  that  have  been 
made  in  the  past.  If  we  do  not  get  into 
any  trouble  it  is  fine.  You  will  save 
some  money.  But  you  let  trouble  break 
out  and  you  will  look  back  on  this  day 
when  you  refused  to  grant  the  funds  to 
modernize  the  weapons  of  our  allies 
while  the  Russians  are  modernizing 
theirs;  you  will  look  back  and  wish  you 
had  not  so  voted.  I  do  not  predict  that 
trouble  will  break  out,  but  who  knows 
whether  or  not  it  will  break  out? 

There  are  some  figures  that  I  think  are 
correct.  When  we  started  the  military 
assistance  program  in  1952  and  1953,  we 


appropriated  $5.7  billion  in  1952,  and  in 
1953  w'e  appropriated  $4.2  billion.  Now 
these  appropriations  have  been  coming 
down  progressively,  except  for  one  period 
when  large  unobligated  balances  were 
being  absorbed,  so  that  we  had  a  sharp 
drop  in  the  new  appropriations  needed. 

Just  compare  those  figures  with  the 
$1.6  billion  that  this  amendment  seeks  to 
reestablish  in  the  bill.  I  say  it  is  a 
reasonable  amount  and  ought  to  be 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield?  This  is  very  seri¬ 
ous  business  to  me. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  understand  that; 
it  is  serious  business  to  me,  I  may  say  to 
the  gentleman.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  know  that  it  is,  but 
may  I  refer  the  gentleman  to  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  of  August  17,  1951, 
where  his  side  of  the  aisle  had  offered  a 
motion  to  recommit  the  bill  to  take  out 
$350  million.  That  was  during  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  President  Truman,  the 
President  the  gentleman  praised  so 
highly  a  moment  ago. 

On  that  roll  call  I  observe  that  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  voted  to  take 
out  the  $350  million;  and  evidently  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  Mr.  Herter,  had  not  been  so 
completely  dedicated  either,  for  he,  too, 
voted  to  recommit. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  yield  further. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  wanted  to  clear  up 
that  point  for  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  gentleman  says  this  is  serious  busi¬ 
ness,  and  it  is.  Apparently  that  was  the 
appropriation  for  the  fiscal  year  1952. 
Is  that  right? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  That  year  for  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  we  still  had  $5.7  billion. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  If  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  will  yield - 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  do  not  yield  fur¬ 
ther.  What  I  have  said  here  about  the 
overall  aspects  of  the  various  aid  pro¬ 
grams,  and  the  actions  of  those  of  us 
who  originally  brought  them  into  being 
cannot  be  disputed  by  anybody.  If  any¬ 
body  can  dispute  it  let  him  stand  in  his 
place. 

Mr.  JUDD,  Well,  will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  just  want  to  con¬ 
clude  this.  Actually,  there  were  times 
when  some  reductions  were  offered,  and 
for  some  of  them  I  voted,  but  if  you  will 
look  at  the  overall  figure  of  this  pro¬ 
gram,  for  the  same  1952,  you  had  new 
appropriations  of  $7.2  billion,  and  you 
had  a  carryover  of  $9.8  billion. 

In  1953  you  had  $6  billion  of  new  ap¬ 
propriations,  and  a  carryover  of  $10 
billion. 

So  what  I  am  saying  cannot  be  dis¬ 
puted,  and  that  is  that  we  have  been 
progessively  reducing  these  large  carry¬ 
overs.  That  is  what  the  people  of  the 
country  have  wanted;  that  is  what  I 
have  wanted;  but  I  do  not  want  them  re¬ 
duced  to  the  point  where  the  very  se¬ 
curity  of  our  own  country  is  endangered. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALLE(JK.  I  yield. 


Mr.  JUDD.  There  is  this  further 
factor  in  connection  with  the  vote  of 
August  17,  1951.  It  was  in  July,  the 
month  before,  that  the  Communists  had 
asked  for  a  truce  in  Korea,  and  our 
President  at  that  time,  Mr.  Truman,  was 
in  the  process  of  negotiating  a  truce,  ex¬ 
change  of  prisoners,  and  so  on.  The 
militai'y  threat  was  greatly  reduced,  or  at 
least  it  seemed  to  be.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  see  anything  in  the  international 
picture  today  similar  to  that? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  has  again  ex¬ 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Halleck 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  HALLECK.  It  does  seem  to  me, 
if  I  may  say  so,  with  all  respect  to  my 
good  friend  from  Louisiana,  that  when 
he  goes  back  to  1951  to  find  that  one  vote 
involving  $350  million  out  of  a  $5  billion 
appropriation,  for  which  program  a  lot 
of  us  went  down  the  aisle — and  may  I 
say  that  in  the  country  from  which  I 
come,  such  an  attitude  was  not  too 
easy — but  I  think  it  was  a  poor  way  to 
respond  to  what  I  had  to  say. 

Let  me  say  just  this  further  to  my 
friends  on  my  side  of  the  aisle:  We  have 
a  great  President  of  the  United  States 
who,  if  he  knows  anything — and  he 
knows  a  lot — but  if  he  knows  any  par¬ 
ticular  subject  it  is  the  one  with  which 
we  are  here  dealing;  and  he  has  associ¬ 
ated  with  him  some  of  the  ablest  people 
in  this  whole  field. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  think  these 
requests  have  been  pared  down  in  line 
with  other  requests  that  have  been 
made;  and,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I 
am  going  along  with  that  position.  I 
trust  that  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  for 
the  security  of  our  country.  Members 
will  not  want  to  be  pinching  pennies. 

I  say  the  amendment  ought  to  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  very  glad  to  hear 
my  good  friend  the  gentleman  from  In¬ 
diana  refer  to  the  days  when  this  pro¬ 
gram  started  under  our  former  President, 
Mr.  Truman.  As  I  stated  a  few  moments 
ago,  I  had  the  privilege  of  acting  as 
chairman  of  this  committee  at  that  time. 
I  want  to  say  to  the  gentleman  that  not 
a  single  time  did  our  committee  ever 
bring  in  a  bill  that  we  did  not  recom¬ 
mend  certain  reductions  in  the  request 
of  the  President  of  the  United  States. 
I  voted  to  cut  the  President’s  request  at 
that  time  and  I  am  voting  to  cut  it  now. 
My  very  dear  friend  from  New  York 
voted  with  me  on  those  occasions  and  I 
am  sorry  that  we  are  now  on  opposite 
sides.  We  handled  this  program  to¬ 
gether  and  we  usually  voted  together 
on  those  measures. 

Let  us  look  at  the  record.  I  am  going 
to  refer  to  1  or  2  instances.  Let  us 
turn  to  the  year  1947.  There  was  an 
amendment  to  cut  $150  million  from 
funds  for  relief  of  war  devastated  coun¬ 
tries.  The  bill  was  requested  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman  because  of  imminent  clos¬ 
ing  of  UNRRA  operations  and  would 
have  authorized  $350  million  for  food, 
medical  supplies,  and  so  forth.  The 
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vote  on  the  amendment  to  cut  the  funds 
was  Democrats  for,  35,  against,  128.  The 
Republicans  voted  190  for  the  cut,  36 
against. 

Now,  let  us  look  at  the  Korean  aid  bill 
back  in  1950.  We  are  hearing  a  lot  of 
talk  about  Korea.  There  was  a  motion 
offered  to  kill  the  Korean  aid  bill,  in  the 
form  of  a  motion  to  recommit.  The 
bill  authorized  $60  million  in  economic 
aid  to  Korea.  The  motion  was  defeated 
by  a  vote  of  190  to  194.  Fifty-eight 
Democrats  voted  to  kill  the  bill  and  173 
voted  against  killing  it.  One  hundred 
and  thirty-one  Republicans  voted  to  kill 
the  bill  and  21  voted  against  killing  it. 

Then  on  passage  of  the  bill  170  Demo¬ 
crats  voted  for  passage,  61  against  and 
21  Republicans  voted  for  passage,  130 
against. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  the  record. 

If  I  thought  that  the  action  of  our 
committee  or  the  action  of  this  House 
today  would  in  any  way  cripple  the  pro¬ 
gram,  I  would  be  on  the  other  side.  But 
what  I  have  tried  to  do  as  a  Member  of 
this  House  is  to  vote  consistently  to 
maintain  adequately  those  programs 
which  are  necessary  for  the  defense  of 
the  country  but  not  to  appropriate  any 
more  than  is  necessary. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  How  much  money  do 
they  have  in  the  bank  that  they  have 
not  obligated  or  have  not  spent  as  a  bal¬ 
ance  on  this  program? 

Mr.  GARY.  Unobligated  $667,050,000. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  How  much  of  a  bal¬ 
ance  do  they  have  overall? 

Mr.  GARY.  The  unexpended  balance 
In  the  overall  program  is  $6,195,000,000. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Six  billion  dollars  on 
Jime  30,  then  $2  billion  plus,  that  makes 
$8  billion  plus.  Is  there  anyway  on  earth 
they  could  spend  that  in  any  one  year? 

Mr.  GARY.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Two  points;  First,  is  it 
not  incorrect  to  give  the  impression  that 
money  in  the  pipeline  is  available  for 
spending  for  other  purposes  than  those 
for  which  it  is  committed? 

Mr.  GARY.  No. 

Mr.  JUDD.  That  money  is  at  work 
supporting  contracts  already  entered 
into. 

Mr.  GARY.  It  is  not  available  for 
obligation,  but  it  is  available  for  expend¬ 
iture.  That  is  the  money  that  will  be 
spent  this  next  year. 

Mr.  JUDD.  It  is  already  committed. 

Mr.  GARY,  Yes. 

Mr.  JUDD.  For  things  in  process  of 
procurement. 

Mr.  GARY.  It  is  either  obligated  or 
reserved,  but  it  is  \mspent.  That  will 
be  the  spending  for  next  year  and  they 
estimate  the  expenditures  for  next  year 
at  $2,200,000,000. 

Mr.  JUDD.  The  other  point  I  want 
to  make  is  this.  I  myself  did  not  vote 
against  that  bill  for  economic  aid  for 
Korea  to  which  the  gentleman  referred. 
But  those  who  did  vote  against  it  were 
right.  Many  of  them  were  against  it 


because  it  was  merely  economic  aid. 
They  correctly  presented  the  argument 
that  to  give  insignificant  economic  aid 
without  military  aid  to  Korea  with  the 
Communists  right  on  the  38th  parallel 
would  be  throwing  the  money  away. 
That  was  what  it  proved  to  be.  So  the 
Members  who  voted  against  that  bill 
were  the  ones  who  were  right.  I  voted 
for  it  for  reasons  I  explained  at  the  time. 

I  was  not  willing  to  give  that  new  repub¬ 
lic  no  chance  at  all.  But  subsequent 
events  proved  that  those  who  opposed  it 
were  not  opposing  sound  mutual  secu¬ 
rity.  They  were  just  being  realistic  in 
opposing  a  waste  of  money. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  expired. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  close  in  30  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  how  is  that 
time  to  be  divided?  Are  the  members  of 
the  committee  going  to  take  it  all?  It 
looks  like  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
endeavor  to  divide  the  time  among  those 
Members  who  were  standing. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mi’.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

Do  Members  who  have  already  spoken 
on  this  amendment  also  have  the  right 
to  speak  under  this  limitation? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  They  may. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Just  a  moment.  If 
a  point  of  order  is  made  against  it,  may 
they  speak  twice? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  They  may  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amendment. 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  think  it  is  important  that  the 
members  of  the  committee  realize  just 
exactly  what  we  are  doing  at  this  time. 
This  is  really  the  most  important  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  most  important  item  in 
the  bill. 

There  has  been  reference  made  to 
the  three  or  fom-  billion  dollars  in 
the  pipeline,  and  statements  have 
been  made  to  the  effect  that  we 
might  not  make  any  appropriation 
at  this  time  and  there  would  still 
be  vast  sums  unspent  in  this  program. 
Well,  I  think  the  membership  should 
realize  that  even  though  that  is  true  in 
one  sense  of  the  word,  it  would  not  pro¬ 
vide  any  funds,  for  instance,  for  supply¬ 
ing  rations,  equipment,  the  needed  arms, 
and  the  modern  weapons  this  year  to  our 
allied  friendly  forces  that  are  holding 
the  line  in  Korea,  Taiwan,  in  NATO, 
and  elsewhere.  That  pipeline  money  is 
obligated  for  equipment  and  projects  for 
the  future,  and  if  we  should  use  that 
approach,  we  might  just  as  well  say  that 
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we  should  have  appropriated  nothing  for 
the  Department  of  Defense  this  year  be¬ 
cause  we  have  got  something  like  $70 
billion  in  that  pipeline.  The  principle 
is  exactly  the  same,  and  what  we  will 
be  taking  away  or  reducing  is  weapons 
and  equipment  and  the  needed  facilities 
which  no  one  but  us  can  supply  for  the 
several  million  friendly  troops  that  are 
holding  the  shield  line  from  behind  which 
we  are  to  operate  if  we  are  to  maintain 
our  security  in  the  world  today.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  we  are  doing  a  great  disservice — 
to  the  people  I  am  thinking  about,  the 
Americans  Who  are  out  on  that  line 
now — we  are  doing  them  a  great  disserv¬ 
ice  if  we  withhold  from  their  allies,  their 
friends,  the  people  on  whom  they  must 
rely,  the  warning  systems  and  the  mod¬ 
ern  weapons  needed  at  the  eai’liest  possi¬ 
ble  moment  for  their  own  mutual  se¬ 
curity.  We  would  delay  their  receipt  of 
such  weapons  as  the  Nike,  Honest  John, 
Matador,  or  similar  missiles;  and  retard 
modernizing  of  aircraft  and  the  activa¬ 
tion  of  F-lOO  fighter  squadrons  that  our 
allies  need,  and  without  whom  our  own 
men  and  women  who  are  now  in  the 
front  lines  would  be  hopelessly  outnum¬ 
bered. 

This  money  is  vital,  according  to  our 
President.  The  bill  as  reported  is  $650 
million  less  than  he  asked.  I  do  not  see 
how  in  all  conscience  we  can  let  it  pass 
with  such  a  radical  cut  when  the  people 
whom  it  will  hurt  most  will  be  our  de¬ 
voted  soldiers,  sailors,  and  airmen  who 
are  out  in  the  far  corners  of  the  world, 
dependent  upon  the  support  they  get 
from  friendly  local  troops.  If  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  economize  anywhere — and  heaven 
knows  I  believe  in  economy — I  do  not 
think  we  should  economize  at  the  point 
where  our  greatest  military  leaders  say 
we  get  the  most  for  our  money,  the  best 
dollar  value.  We  get  that  by  keeping 
these  forces  there,  without  whose  help,  if 
they  did  not  have  the  modern  weapons 
we  must  supply  them,  they  v/ould  not  be 
able  to  share  with  us  the  responsibility  of 
protecting  the  free  world. 

We  are  all  on  a  ship  together. 
Whether  we  like  it  or  not,  the  free  world 
is  like  a  vessel  in  a  storm.  And  surely 
we  should  not  quibble  about  whether  we 
like  all  the  members  of  the  crew.  These 
peoples  of  the  free  world  are  tied  in  with 
us  and  if  the  ship  of  freedom  sinks,  we 
are  all  going  down  together.  It  is  very 
cheap  to  worry  about  handing  a  needed 
rope,  or  a  cup  of  coffee  to  a  member  of 
the  crew,  because  you  do  not  happen  to 
like  him  when  the  ship  is  in  peril.  I  do 
not  think  we  can  afford  to  economize  at 
this  point  when  the  best  military  brains, 
including  our  great  President,  say  that 
this  is  a  place  where  money  is  most  need¬ 
ed  in  our  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber]  will  be 
adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  I  Mr. 
Carnahan]. 

(Mr.  CARNAHAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CARNAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  not  sure  that  all  of  us  realize  how 
much  the  United  States  depends  on  the 
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mutual  security  program.  It  is  not 
something  that  we  can  take  or  leave 
alone,  feed  or  starve,  at  will,  or  abandon 
whenever  the  spirit  moves  us. 

The  mutual  security  program  has  been 
built  into  our  foreign  policy  and  our  de¬ 
fense  strategy.  Our  defense  strategy  de¬ 
pends  on  overseas  bases  and  the  coopera¬ 
tion  of  foreign  allies.  We  have  entered 
into  militaiy  commitments  with  other 
nations  which  they  are  living  up  to  at 
great  risk  and  cost  to  themselves.  Our 
foreign  policy  is  directed  toward  prevent¬ 
ing  any  more  territory  any  place  in  the 
world  from  falling  under  Communist 
domination. 

The  evidence  we  have  clearly  indi¬ 
cates  that  the  majority  of  the  American 
people  favor  these  objectives.  I  am  sure 
that  nearly  everyone  knows  that  the 
“fortress  America”  concept  would  not 
work.  Our  people  recognize  that  it  is 
vital  to  the  future  of  our  country  that  we 
develop  and  maintain  satisfactory  rela¬ 
tions  with  the  newer  nations  of  Asia  and 
Africa. 

My  point  is  this:  We  cannot  have  the 
foreign  policy  or  the  defense  strategy 
which  we  now  have  without  foreign  aid, 
and  we  cannot  do  the  job  which  we  have 
set  out  to  do  without  providing  the  funds 
to  finance  it. 

We  might  have  chosen  a  small-scale 
foreign  aid  program  or  none  at  all.  We 
have  not  made  that  choice.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  has  submitted  to  the  Congress  his 
recommendations  for  a  diversified  and 
complex  program.  The  Congress  has  au¬ 
thorized  him  to  go  ahead  with  it.  If  we 
do  not  provide  the  money  to  carry  it  out, 
we  do  more  damage  than  if  we  had  dras¬ 
tically  curtailed  or  remodeled  the  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  authorization. 

It  is  comparable  to  telling  the  Presi¬ 
dent  that  we  want  him  to  have  a  tractor 
rather  than  a  horse-drawn  operation 
and  then  refusing  to  give  him  enough 
gasoline  to  run  the  tractor. 

What  has  been  accomplished  by  our 
mutual  security  program? 

Hon.  Mansfield  D.  Sprague,  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  International 
Security  Affairs,  answered  the  question 
in  these  words : 

It  is  Impossible  for  us  to  estimate  what 
military  strength  the  other  nations  of  the 
free  world  would  now  have  were  it  not  for 
our  military  assistance  program.  However, 
we  can  get  some  indication  of  the  contribu¬ 
tion  which  the  program  has  made  by  looking 
at  the  progress  of  our  allies  since  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  mutual  effort.  In  1950,  our 
allies’  active  ground  forces  numbered  about 
3>/^  million  men,  mostly  ill  trained  and 
poorly  equipped.  In  their  naval  forces  were 
fewer  than  1,000  combatant  vessels.  Their 
air  forces  were  equipped  with  about  11,500 
aircraft,  of  which  fewer  than  500  were  jets. 

By  the  end  of  1956,  there  were  4.8  million 
men  in  the  ground  forces  of  our  allies — an 
increase  of  37  percent.  In  their  navies  were 
over  2,300  combatant  vessels,  an  increase  of 
139  percent.  Their  air  forces  were  equipped 
with  over  12,000  conventional  aircraft,  and 
the  number  of  jet  aircraft  had  Increased  to 
nearly  11,000 — 22  times  as  many  as  they 
had  in  1950. 

Moreover,  the  men  In  these  forces  are 
much  better  trained  and  organized  than  the 
troops  of  1950  were,  and  their  morale  is  at 
a  much  higher  level.  They  have  better 
equipment  and  support  facilities.  Their  air 
forces  have  many  more  and  better  airfields 
and  improved  communications  and  early 


warning  systems.  It  would  have  been  im¬ 
possible  for  our  allies  to  make  these  vast  im¬ 
provements  in  the  size  and  effectiveness  of 
their  forces  had  it  not  been  for  the  military 
assistance  which  the  United  States  has  pro¬ 
vided.  The  Importance  to  us  of  the  buildup 
of  these  allied  forces  committed  to  the  de¬ 
fense  of  the  free  world  is  particularly  well 
Illustrated  by  a  contrast  of  its  cost  to  our 
own  defense  expenditures  during  the  same 
period.  From  1950  through  1956,  the  United 
States  spent  on  its  domestic  defense  pro¬ 
gram,  including  the  cost  of  carrying  on  the 
Korean  action,  approximately  $254  billion. 
In  these  same  years,  the  total  of  our  military 
assistance  program  plus  the  defense  expen¬ 
ditures  of  our  grant-aid  allies  and  of  Can¬ 
ada,  Australia,  and  New  Zealand,  amounted 
to  $124  billion,  or  about  half  of  our  aggre¬ 
gate  expenditure. 

After  having  made  these  outlays,  the 
United  States  today  has  Army  forces  of 
over  a  million  men,  an  Air  Force  equipped 
with  almost  27,000  aircraft,  and  a  Navy  with 
almost  a  thousand  combatant  vessels.  Our 
grant-aid  allies  and  Canada,  Australia,  and 
New  Zealand  have  built  up  for  the  defense 
of  the  free  world  active  ground  forces  of 
over  5  million  men,  air  forces  with  over 
27,000  planes  of  which  12,500  are  Jets,  and 
naval  forces  with  2,500  combatant  vessels. 

We  cannot  know  how  much  the  strength 
represented  by  these  allied  forces  would 
have  cost  the  United  States  if  we  had  to 
create  it  entirely  with  our  own  resources.  If 
our  allies  had  not  received  our  assistance  in 
developing  that  strength,  however,  it  seems 
clear  that  for  its  own  security,  the  United 
States  would  have  had  to  make  much  greater 
defense  expenditures.  Furthermore,  we 
would  be  obliged  to  maintain  many  more 
men  under  arms,  with  a  considerably  larger 
proportion  of  them  overseas.  And  with  all 
of  this  we  would  not  have  as  much  defensive 
strength  for  our  efforts  as  we  have  today. 

What  would  be  the  cost  to  the  United 
States  if  we  did  not  have  a  mutual  se¬ 
curity  program?  This  question  was  put 
to  Admiral  Arthur  W.  Radford,  Chair¬ 
man,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 

Here  is  his  reply: 

The  military  capabilities  and  contribu¬ 
tions  of  each  of  our  allies  are  carefully  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  in  devel¬ 
oping  our  war  plans  and  in  appraising  the 
specific  United  States  force  levels  required 
to  execute  those  plans.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  these  force  levels  of  the  United  States 
would  have  to  be  expanded  at  greatly  in¬ 
creased  costs  were  it  not  for  the  free  world 
forces  supported  by  the  military  assistance 
program.  In  fact,  our  entire  military  pro¬ 
gram  and  present  strategic  concepts  would 
have  to  be  radically  revised. 

•  •  •  •  • 

Much  of  our  strategy  hinges  upon  the  con¬ 
tinued  availability  of  military  bases  in  places 
where  we  may  have  to  defend  against  ag¬ 
gression.  In  some  cases,  we  establish  and 
operate  them  with  United  States  forces;  in 
others,  we  provide  military  assistance  to  na¬ 
tions  which  maintain  bases  of  potential 
value  to  the  allied  defense  effort.  Where 
possible,  these  bases  are  protected  by  indi¬ 
genous  military  forces.  The  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  consider  that  an  adequate  overseas  base 
system  is  essential  to  the  successful  prosecu¬ 
tion  of  free  world  military  strategy.  Here, 
then,  is  a  definite  link  between  our  prospects 
of  victory  if  war  is  forced  upon  us  and  the 
military  assistance  program. 

*  •  »  •  • 

If  we  were  to  go  on  a  military  Fortress 
America  concept  (which  as  I  have  said  is  not 
technically  feasible  at  this  time  although  it 
may  be  at  some  future  time),  it  would  cost 
a  tremendous  amount  of  money,  much  more 
than  we  spend  now.  But  the  worst  disad¬ 
vantage  of  the  adoption  of  such  a  concept  is 


that  the  rest  of  the  world  would  gradually 
swing  to  the  C^nmunist  side  and  we  couldn’t 
live  in  the  world  that  was  left. 

(Mr.  CARNAHAN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 

X*01TldiI*ICS  ) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
VORYSl. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sup¬ 
port  this  amendment.  We  will  get  into 
trouble  if  we  try  to  follow  past  votes  of 
various  Members  for  guidance  on  this 
bill,  because  the  gentleman  from  Lou¬ 
isiana,  who  is  championing  this  bill  on 
the  fioor,  voted  against  the  authorization 
for  it,  the  fundamental  policy  of  it,  only 
yesterday.  If  you  want  to  look  at  a  sig¬ 
nificant  past  vote,  however,  as  to  what 
happens  when  the  chips  are  down  and 
we  are  in  a  fight  and  wish  we  had  some 
allies,  look  up  the  vote  on  July  18,  1950, 
on  this  same  military  defense  assistance 
program.  We  were  in  the  Korean  war 
then  and  wished  we  had  some  others 
fighting  beside  us.  The  vote  on  that  bill 
was  366  to  1.  The  one  was  Vito-Marcan- 
tonio.  If  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
was  in  town,  I  am  sure  he  was  one  of 
the  366. 

Let  us  bear  in  mind  that  this  military 
aid  program  is  fundamentally  an  econ¬ 
omy  program.  It  costs  us  $6,600  to 
maintain  an  American  soldier  overseas 
without  a  gun  in  his  hands.  Our  con¬ 
tribution  by  this  program  is  less  than 
$500  a  year  per  soldier  to  help  arm  and 
maintain  4,800,000  allied  troops  in  places 
where  our  Joint  Chiefs  think  they  ought 
to  be  for  our  mutual  security.  This  cut 
we  are  trying  to  restore  would  mean  that 
those  troops  who  face  right  across  the 
border  the  Red  Chinese  and  Russians 
will  be  facing  them  with  World  War  H 
obsolete  weapons  while  their  Russian 
foes  opposite  have  modern  weapons. 

We  have  to  use  the  first  $980  million 
of  this  amoimt  to  maintain  the  forces  in 
being  now.  These  figm'es  are  in  the  rec¬ 
ord  and  cannot  be  disputed.  Even  with 
the  restoration  we  have  left  only  $520 
million  to  take  care  of  shipping,  admin¬ 
istration,  and  operations  that  are  esti¬ 
mated  to  cost  $345  million,  and  that  will 
leave  us  only  $175  million  for  the  new 
weapons,  to  eciuip  these  faithful  allies 
of  our,  although  we  need  $900  million 
for  this  pm’pose. 

This  cut,  which  will  gut  om’  military 
program,  should  be  restored. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr, 
Gross]. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  share 
the  concern  my  colleague  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  expressed  a  few 
minutes  ago  as  to  .whether  he  and  I 
have  been  walking  up  the  center  aisle 
with  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber]  to  no  avail.  I  have  joined  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  in  voting  for 
economy  time  after  time  in  this  House, 
but  if  there  is  any  economy  in  increas¬ 
ing  this  bill  by  something  like  $350  mil- 
Uon,  I  will  eat  the  paper  that  he  wrote 
his  amendment  on.  He  apparently  is 
for  economy  at  home,  but  ready  to  dish 
out  the  dollars  to  foreigners. 

A  previous  speaker  asked  this  ques¬ 
tion,  “What  will  the  foreigners  think  of 
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us  if  we  do  not  restore  the  cuts?” — cuts 
the  committee  wisely  mad6  in  this  bill. 
My  answer  to  that  is  that  foreigners  will 
begin  to  have  some  regard  for  the  sanity 
of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  if 
these  cuts  are  sustained. 

Something  has  been  said  to  the  effect 
that  we  must  vote  this  money  in  order 
to  support  NATO.  Let  me  ask  some  of 
you;  What  has  become  of  some  of  the 
money  we  have  already  spent  on  NATO? 
We  have  spent  $7  billion  on  France,  and 

1  doubt  that  France  has  more  than  1  or 

2  combat  divisions  in  NATO  today. 
French  troops  are  in  Algeria  fighting  a 
war  against  the  natives  and  using  our 
equipment  to  do  it.  They  are  not  in 
Europe  ready  to  combat  communism. 
Where  are  the  British?  They  are 
threatening  to  withdraw  more  of  their 
already  meager  forces  from  NATO.  All 
you  have  in  NATO,  after  spending  bil¬ 
lions  upon  billions  of  dollars  on  coun¬ 
tries  that  were  expected  to  supply  troops, 
is  a  skeleton  force.  This  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
is  anything  but  economy.  It  ought  to 
be  defeated  and  I  certainly  intend  to 
vote  against  it  and  any  other  amend¬ 
ment  to  increase  spending  imder  this 
bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Passman]  and  those 
members  of  his  subcommittee  who  have 
worked  long  and  hard  to  reduce  the 
spending  under  this  bill  to  something 
resembling  fiscal  sanity. 

I  think  I  know  something  of  the  pres¬ 
sures  under  which  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  has  worked,  and  he  deserves 
the  highest  commendation  of  those 
Members  of  the  House  who  have  long 
been  convinced  that  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  cannot  forever  support  the  appro¬ 
priation  each  year  of  billions  of  dollars 
to  be  handed  over  to  foreign  countries. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr, 
Hoffman]. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  one 
of  the  most  unfair  arguments  that  has 
been  made  against  this  bill,  not  by  any 
Member  of  the  Congress  but  by  others, 
is  that  it  is  either  dollars  or  your  boys. 
There  is  nothing  fair  about  that  argu¬ 
ment — it  is  not  true — it  is  a  false  plea — 
an  appeal  to  emotion — not  to  reason. 
The  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Halleck],  asked:  Have  we  sacrificed  in 
vain  the  lives  of  those  who  died  in 
Korea?  My  answer,  *‘Yes  we  have.” 
We  sacrificed  them  in  World  War  I,  in 
World  War  II,  in  Korea  hundreds  of 
thousands  because  we  stuck  our  national 
nose  into  the  business  and  policies  of 
every  other  nation  that  got  itself  in 
trouble.  That  is  why  they  died  and  that 
is  why  more  of  them  will  die  unless  we 
change  our  policy.  We  all  know  that 
we  can  destroy  ourselves  by  spending 
just  as  we  can  by  becoming  involved  in 
war.  What  have  we  gotten  out  of  this 

policy  on  which  we  have  spent  billions _ 

sacrificed  our  men  by  the  thousands? 
At  one  time,  well  back  in  revolutionary 
days  when  our  country  so  far  as  the 
world  picture  then  existed,  was  nowhere 


near  as  powerful  comparatively  as  it  is 
today,  we  won  our  freedom ;  did  we  not? 
What  has  gone  wrong  with  us?  Have 
we  lost  courage,  determination?  Ever 
since  this  policy  has  been  established, 
we  have  been  paying  tribute  to  other 
nations  with  the  idea  that  we  will  get 
their  friendship  and  their  help  if  need 
comes.  Read  the  history  of  the  world 
from  the  beginning,  from  the  writing  of 
the  first  word,  and  you  will  find  every 
other  nation  except  our  own  Nation, 
always  when  the  chips  were  down  has 
gone  on  in  favor  of  the  policy  which 
would  in  the  opinion  of  its  leaders  be 
most  beneficial  to  their  own  nation,  not 
to  some  other  nation.  Remember  the 
old  saying — millions  for  defense  and  not 
a  cent  for  tribute?  We  have  thrown 
that  into  the  wastebasket.  Today  we 
cringe  in  fear — hide  behind  the  false 
propaganda  that  our  national  existence 
depends  upon  the  good  will  of  those  to 
whom  we  pay  tribute.  The  doctrine  of 
fear  advocated,  encouraged  and  aug¬ 
mented  by  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Dr.  Judd],  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  VorysI,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Fulton],  and 
others  has  frightened  us  year  after  year 
until  we  have  come  to  believe  that  our 
only  salvation  and  our  only  safety  is  in 
trying  to  buy  the  friendship  of  someone 
who  in  time  of  trouble  will  bail  us  out. 
We  have  gone  back  to  the  policy  of  King 
George,  who,  was  it  not,  hired  the 
Hessians  to  come  over  here  in  an  attempt 
to  deny  our  ancestors  the  right  to  free¬ 
dom.  Let  us  thank  God  that  Washing¬ 
ton  and  those  who  fought — many  until 
death — had  the  courage,  the  determina¬ 
tion  to  resist — to  fight  on.  Some  of  us 
were  here  when  Japan  was  asking  and 
got  scrap.  We  were  then  talking  against 
sending  scrap  to  Japan.  Some  may  re¬ 
member  that  we  said  it  would  come  back. 
And  it  did.  The  result  to  our  men.  And 
now  we  are  sending  material  abroad 
and  if  another  war  comes  along  because 
of  our  meddling  and  sticking  our  na¬ 
tional  nose  into  the  affairs  of  other  na¬ 
tions  the  munitions  we  are  sending  over 
now  will  come  back  to  kill  our  own  men. 
It  is  doubtful  if  we  have  a  single  friend 
anwhere  on  earth  who  will  be  a  helpful 
friend  if  war  comes.  We  enabled  Russia 
to  become  a  world  power — she  is  today 
our  enemy.  We  take  the  same  risk 
when  we  aid  them. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  McCarthy]. 

(Mr.  McCarthy  asked  and  was 
given  pennission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  Chali-man,  it 
is  unfortunate  that  the  advocates  of  the 
restoration  of  these  funds  come  to  the 
floor  with  mixed  records  of  support  for 
foreign  aid.  There  is  no  need  to  review 
the  record.  I  think  most  of  us  know 
how  we  voted  in  the  past,  and  we  are 
generally  familiar  with  the  records  of 
our  colleagues  who  have  spoken  here 
today.  I  sympathize  with  the  membera 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  be¬ 
cause  on  examination  of  the  record,  it 
seems  clear  to  me  that  the  administra¬ 
tion  has  not  effectively  justified  what 
it  has  been  asking  for.  They,  perhaps, 
remember  how  easy  it  was  to  get  thi-ough 


the  Middle  East  resolution  in  this  Con¬ 
gress  just  a  few  months  ago  without 
any  justification.  I  was  opposed  to  that 
action.  I  did  not  think  the  emergency 
was  such  that  the  House  should  have 
rushed  to  pass  that  resolution  as  it  did. 
In  any  case,  the  direction  of  the  policy 
and  intent  of  the  administration,  as  in¬ 
dicated  in  their  present  request  for  this 
appropriation,  is  clear  enough  to  justify 
the  House  in  restoring  the  funds  which 
have  been  taken  out.  The  administra¬ 
tion  must  take  some  responsibility  for 
the  difficulties  in  which  it  finds  itself 
today.  We  know  that  in  the  interest  of 
balancing  the  budget  in  the  past  they 
drew  out  of  the  pipeline.  The  Demo¬ 
crats  criticized  them  and  called  the  re¬ 
ductions  misleading.  We  were  right. 
So  today,  when  the  Republicans  are  ask¬ 
ing  us  to  restore  strength  in  the  pipe¬ 
lines  we  should  remember  what  we  said 
a  few  years  ago  and  vote  consistently 
with  the  position  we  have  taken  in  the 
past. 

I  suggest  to  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  members,  especially  those  who 
have  taken  a  stand  against  the  so-called 
performance  budget,  that  what  they  are 
really  doing  today  approaches  a  per¬ 
formance  budget  procedure.  They  are 
refusing  the  administration  the  right  to 
project  its  program.  They  say  there  is 
2V2  years’  supply  in  the  pipeline.  Is 
that  enough  to  meet  the  emergency,  or  a 
5-  or  10 -year  Russian  plan?  If  they 
are  opposed  to  a  perfonnance  budget 
they  should  be  opposed  to  the  action 
they  are  advocating  today. 

When  we  are  dealing  with  appropria¬ 
tions  we  are  dealing  with  something  dif¬ 
ferent  from  authorizations.  If  the 
House  wishes  to  take  a  position  for  bar¬ 
gaining  with  the  Senate  on  an  author¬ 
ization,  that  is  one  thing,  but  appro¬ 
priations  are  something  else.  These  are 
primarily  and  fundamentally  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives.  We  should  pass  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  which  is  as  accurate  as  pos¬ 
sible — without  anticipating  compromise. 
Such  action  protects  and  strengthens 
the  integrity  of  the  House. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Vursell]  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

(Mr.  VURSELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
House  has  a  great  responsibility,  in  my 
judgment,  this  afternoon,  as  it  has  had 
on  many  other  occasions.  Our  respon¬ 
sibility,  in  my  judgment,  when  you  think 
the  matter  through  cooly  and  calmly, 
and  look  over  what  we  have  accom¬ 
plished  in  the  past,  would  direct  us  to 
support  the  present  amendment;  to 
write  sufficient  funds  back  into  this  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  to  serve  notice  to  the 
world  that  we  still  have  confidence  in 
the  President  of  the  United  States  and 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the  men 
who  have  the  responsibility  of  coming 
to  this  Congress  and  telling  them  hon¬ 
estly  what  they  think  they  should  have 
in  funds  and  for  what  they  will  use  those 
funds  in  the  defense  of  this  country  and 
the  free  world. 

In  my  judgment,  if  we  do  not  restore 
these  funds,  there  may  come  a  day,  if 
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we  pinch  off  through  appropriations  the 
nations  of  the  free  world,  when  this 
will  be  the  most  extravagant  saving  of 
a  few  hundred  million  dollars,  because 
it  may  cost  us  many  more  millions  of 
dollars  to  undo  the  wrong  of  a  mistake 
that  we  may  make  here  today. 

I  hesitate  to  put  my  judgment  against 
the  judgment  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  with  his  lifetime  of  mili¬ 
tary  service,  and  the  men  around  him 
who  say  this  appropriation  is  absolutely 
necessary:  nien  who  undoubtedly  know 
more  about  the  necessity  for  it  than  we 
can  learn  here  in  the  Congress. 

We  have  kept  the  peace  of  the  world. 
In  my  judgment,  because  we  have  been 
as  liberal  as  we  have  been  in  assisting 
other  free  nations  of  the  world  on  the 
periphery  around  Russia,  Let  us  not 
weaken  now  at  this  critical  time. 

Let  us  not  weaken  in  this  critical  time ; 
let  us  make  certain  that  we  continue  to 
draw  the  noose  tighter  around  Russia, 
forcing  her  closer  to  the  orbit  of  world 
peace. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Judd]. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  probably 
everyone  on  an  important  vote  like  this, 
to  give  more  rather  than  less  for  military 
assistance  to  our  allies,  makes  up  his 
mind  on  the  basis  of  his  estimate  of  the 
seriousness  of  the  situation  our  country 
faces.  I  am  sure  those  who  favor  the 
deep  cut  in  the  committee  bill  are  con¬ 
vinced  it  will  not  injure  our  country. 
They  are  patriotic;  that  is  the  last  thing 
they  would  want  to  do.  Likewise,  we 
who  want  to  have  the  cut  eliminated  and 
the  amount  increased,  do  so  because  we 
believe  strongly  that  our  country  may  be 
Injured  and  our  long-term  security  en¬ 
dangered  if  we  do  not  restore  the  full 
amount  authorized.  We  too  are  patri¬ 
otic,  and  we  believe  the  threats  our 
country  faces  are  of  very  grave  nature. 

First,  may  I  say  that  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  is  adopted  to  restore  the  $1.6 
billion  which  was  in  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  it  is  still  $300  million  below  the 
President’s  budget  estimate  or  request. 
So  we  are  not  being  careless  with  money 
if  we  adopt  this  amendment.  It  is  the 
minimum. 

Just  a  few  weeks  ago  we  appropriated 
$34  billion  for  our  own  defense  estab¬ 
lishment.  And  there  were  only  a  few 
votes  against  that  gigantic  sum.  What 
do  we  get  for  those  $34  billion?  We  get 
125  air  squadrons,  approximately  1,000 
naval  vessels,  and  21  land  divisions. 

What  would  we  get  under  this  bill  if 
we  were  to  give  the  President  the  $2.8 
billion  he  asked  for — $1.9  billion  for 
military  aid  and  $900  million  for  defense 
suppoi-t?  We  would  get  another  125 
air  squadrons,  more  than  2,000  addi¬ 
tional  naval  vessels,  and  200  land  divi¬ 
sions. 

That  is,  by  appropriating  in  this  bill 
less  than  8  percent  of  our  own  defense 
budget,  we  would  double  our  air 
strength,  we  would  triple  our  naval 
strength,  and  we  would  increase  our 
land  strength  more  than  10  times. 

Can  anybody  suggest  any  other  place 
where  we  can  spend  defense  money  with 
as  great  return  for  the  security  of  the 


United  States  by  this  program?  For 
that  reason  I  urge  that  we  support  this 
amendment.  It  does  not  provide  the  full 
amount  requested,  but  it  is  the  least  we 
ought  to  provide,  if  we  want  to  take  no 
chances  with  our  national  security. 

If,  as  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
has  predicted  so  many  times,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  does  not  need  it  all,  then  it  will  not 
be  spent — and  no  damage  will  have  been  ■ 
done.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  we  provide 
less  than  is  needed,  we  may  be  placing 
our  country  in  mortal  danger.  I  am  not 
willing  to  accept  such  a  responsibility. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
LMr.  Mack]. 

(Mr.  MACK  of  Washington  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MACK  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  waste  in  the  foreign  aid  give¬ 
away  program  is  nothing  new.  It  has 
been  going  on  ever  since  President  Harry 
Truman  and  Secretary  of  State  Dean 
Acheson  started  this  program  10  years 
ago. 

In  Truman’s  time  $7  billions  a  year 
were  spent  on  this  program.  The  waste 
then  was  greater  than  now  when  under 
Eisenhower  the  program  has  been  re¬ 
duced  to  about  $3  billion  a  year. 

I  remember  the  Korean  aid  bill  which 
has  been  mentioned  here  earlier  today 
during  the  debate.  The  Truman  admin¬ 
istration  had  an  idea  that  the  South 
Koreans  should  not  be  rice  growers  and 
farmers.  They  wanted  to  make  them 
into  industrial  workers.  To  do  that  they 
asked  many  millions  from  Congress  to 
industrialize  South  Korea.  I  voted 
against  that  proposal. 

One  of  the  Truman  administration 
schemes  for  industrializing  Korea  called 
for  building  plywood  plants  there.  Paul 
Hoffman,  then  the  head  of  ECA,  was  to 
carry  out  this  proposed  plywood  plant 
program. 

Under  the  Ti-uman-Acheson  plan 
United  States  taxpayers’  money  was  to 
be  used  to  build  plywood  plants  in  South 
Korea  and  more  American  taxpayers’ 
money  employed  to  equip  these  Korean 
plywood  plants,  built  with  American  dol¬ 
lars,  with  modern  plywood  machinery. 
Then  to  top  off  the  giveaway  more  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayers’  money  was  to  be  used  to 
buy  plywood  peeler  logs  and  to  give  these 
logs  free  to  Korea. 

This  democratic  scheme  called  for 
giving  Korea  free,  fully  equipped,  ply¬ 
wood  plants  and  then  also  the  raw  ma¬ 
terial  on  which  these  plants  would  oper¬ 
ate. 

The  Korean  war  came  along  and 
killed  this  absurd  foreign  giveaway 
scheme  of  the  Truman  administration. 

My  vote  against  using  American  tax¬ 
payers  money  to  build  and  equip  ply¬ 
wood  plants  in  South  Korea  and  then  to 
supply  these  plants  free  logs  for  the 
operation  of  these  plants  was  an  ab¬ 
surdity.  I  thought  I  was  right  when  I 
voted  against  this  proposal.  I  still  think 
it  was  the  right  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Fulton], 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  amendment  to  restore 
these  United  States  defense  funds. 


There  is  no  doubt  that  the  security  of 
the  United  States  should  not  depend  on 
partisan  positions.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
both  President  Eisenhower  as  well  as 
former  President  Truman  have  given 
very  strong  statements  for  the  full 
amount  of  this  security  program.  Like¬ 
wise  Dean  Acheson,  former  Secretary  of 
States;  likewise  Adlai  Stevenson,  the 
former  candidate  of  the  Democratic 
Party  for  President,  much  to  their 
credit,  have  risen  above  partisan  politics 
and  favor  the  current  mutual  security 
program. 

May  I  also  add  that  this  bill  will  have 
a  reducing  effect  on  the  operation  of 
local  United  States  defense  production 
facilities  engaged  in  plane  and  defense 
production.  In  this  particular  amount 
there  are  planned  new  weapons  such  as 
over  400  aircraft  and  some  of  them 
F-lOO’s,  P2V7,  and  S2F  antisubmarine 
aircraft;  17  destroyers  and  mine¬ 
sweepers,  all  with  the  latest  electronics 
and  weapons;  over  350  tanks;  and  equip¬ 
ment  for  16  battalions  of  guided  missiles 
and  rockets. 

Why  do  you  not  want  our  own  United 
States  forces  and  those  forces  who  are 
allied  with  us  modernized  and  put  into 
condition  so  that  when  these  forces 
stand  beside  our  United  States  young 
men  they  are  able  to  take  their  part? 

As  has  been  stated  here,  this  program 
is  solely  to  protect  against  a  serious 
threat  which  is  continuing.  Let  me  say 
to  you  that  I  believe  the  militai’y  is  not 
the  place  to  cut  this  bill.  We  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs 
have  worked  on  this  program  over  a 
period  of  months.  We  cut  the  program 
deeply.  Then  there  has  been  House 
action  on  it  with  some  further  small  cuts. 
Then  a  conference  which  sustained 
many  of  the  cuts. 

When  it  comes  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  setting  the 
foreign  policy,  instead  of  staying  within 
the  appropriation  limits,  I  think  it  is 
time  that  we  members  of  the  policy  com¬ 
mittees  should  oppose  such  a  course. 
Under  the  Reorganization  Act,  it  is  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs  of  the  House  to  implement  the 
message  of  the  President  when  he  sets  a 
national  foreign  policy  and  mutual 
security  program  which  have  been 
agreed  upon  by  both  the  House  and 
Senate,  and  I  might  say  by  both  national 
conventions  of  1956. 

I  ask  any  of  you  who  come  from  an 
aircraft  district  or  a  defense  production 
district  whether  you  want  unemploy¬ 
ment  in  your  district  next  year  when 
these  cuts  will  be  made?  I  do  not  believe 
you  will  want  to  contribute  to  such  a 
result. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Denton], 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Denton 
yielded  his  time  to  Mr.  Passman.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Arends]. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  so 
much  has  already  been  said  that  possi¬ 
bly  I  can  add  very  little  to  this  discus¬ 
sion.  But  my  mind  goes  back  to  the 
days  when  a  former  President  of  the 
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United  States,  Mr.  Truman,  pointed  out 
the  necessity  of  helping  our  foreign 
allies  if  they  were  to  be  in  a  position 
of  strength  to  carry  on  this  conflict 
against  communism,  our  common  enemy. 
Many  of  us  then  responded.  We  put  our 
country’s  best  interest  fii’st  and  above 
all  else.  We  were  not  acting  altruisti¬ 
cally,  but  in  our  own  enlightened  self- 
interest — the  safety  of  our  country. 

Time  and  time  again  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services,  of  which  I  am  a 
member,  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  comes  to  the  floor  of  the  House 
with  authorization  bill  after  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill,  and  hardly  anyone  in  this 
House  votes  against  such  defense  au¬ 
thorizations.  Only  a  week  or  so  ago  we 
brought  before  the  House  a  bill  author¬ 
izing  $1,600,000,000,  and  I  do  not  recall 
that  anyone  raised  their  voice  in  oppo¬ 
sition  to  it.  Included  in  that  bill  were 
provisions  for  large  funds  for  an  over¬ 
seas  preparedness  program  in  the  strug¬ 
gle  we  are  now  carrying  on  throughout 
the  world  in  a  defense  setup  that  will 
best  guarantee  our  own  security  and 
promote  the  cause  of  freedom. 

I  have  asked  myself  in  all  sincerity. 
Why  do  Members  of  this  House  vote  for 
$34  billion  for  the  national  defense  of 
our  country,  vote  for  authorizations  and 
appropriations  for  overseas  projects  that 
we  have  and  continue  to  build  and  then 
turn  around  and  say  we  do  not  want 
to  implement  them.  I  cannot  find  the 
answer  unless  you  have  determined  that 
our  defense  strategy,  designed  to  pre¬ 
vent  war  and,  if  war  comes,  to  keep  it 
away  from  our  shores,  is  all  wrong.  Per¬ 
haps  you  have  determined  we  do  not 
need  allies  abroad  with  military  strength 
to  resist  communism,  but  that  we  should 
rely  solely  on  ourselves,  which  would 
involve  a  defense  program  costing  many, 
many  billions  more  and  not  be  near  as 
effective. 

I  believe  we  are  making  a  serious  error 
in  taking  away  the  military  support 
funds  so  necessary  for  our  own  defense, 
in  cooperation  with  our  allies  in  their 
defense  in  coordination  with  ours  in  the 
battle  against  communism. 

I  do  not  quarrel  with  any  Member  who 
has  contrary  convictions.  But  if  you  are 
opposed  to  this  whole  defense  program, 
then  you  should  so  vote.  Otherwise  I 
ask  you  to  vote  for  these  defense  appro¬ 
priations  embodied  in  this  mutual-secu¬ 
rity  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
NatcherI. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Natcher 
yielded  his  time  to  Mr.  Passman.) 

(Mr.  HALEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  bill  before  us.  I  have 
carefully  studied  the  issue  at  hand,  the 
appropriation  of  funds  for  the  continu¬ 
ation  of  the  Mutual  Security  Program, 
and  I  cannot  give  my  support  to  it.  I 
do  not  believe  that  this  program  is  any 
more  than  a  giant  giveaway  program. 
I  do  not  believe  that  we  have  or  can  be 
successful  in  buying  the  friendships  of 
the  people  of  other  nations.  Time  and 
time  again  we  have  seen  those  very  peo¬ 


ple  whom  we  tried  to  help  become  un¬ 
friendly  to  us  because  of  our  aid.  On 
the  other  hand,  we  have  watched  those 
to  whom  we  have  given  economic  aid 
become  dependent  upon  our  aid  rather 
than  strengthening  their  own  economy 
through  our  assistance,  and  becoming 
economically  independent.  So,  we  have 
been  unsuccessful  on  both  counts — that 
of  buying  friends,  and  that  of  helping 
these  countries  become  economically 
strong  and  independent. 

Tlie  program  of  foreign  aid  began  dur¬ 
ing  World  War  II,  and  was  then  strictly 
a  program  of  lending — not  a  program 
of  giving.  We  were  not  trying  to  win 
friends — we  were  merely  fighting  a  war 
and  trying  to  save  ourselves.  This  was 
the  beginning  of  the  giveaway — the 
lend-lease  program.  Since  that  time  the 
program  has  changed  from  one  name  to 
another — namely,  the  Marshall  plan, 
the  Truman  point  4  program,  the  mu¬ 
tual  security  program,  and  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  doctrine. 

Every  time  the  taxpayers  of  this  coun¬ 
try  have  questioned  the  value  of  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program,  the  program  assumes 
another  name.  Every  time  they  begin  to 
question  the  effectiveness  of  the  program 
in  light  of  the  waste,  extravagance,  and 
corruption  that  has  been  publicly  re¬ 
vealed  in  the  administration  of  the  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Congress  is  asked  to  reduce 
the  program.  However,  instead  of  a  re¬ 
duction,  the  responsibility  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  program  is  shifted  to 
another  agency,  or  a  new  agency  is 
created  to  administer  it. 

Even  now  the  taxpayers  are  not  satis¬ 
fied  with  the  mutual  security  program. 
They  continue  to  object  to  giveaway  of 
billions  of  their  dollars  to  foreign  nations, 
while  our  own  economy  suffers.  Re¬ 
cently  the  American  people  began  such  a 
clamor  about  this  program,  its  cost  and 
its  ineffectiveness,  that  the  President  of 
the  United  States  took  to  the  airways  in 
an  effort  to  regain  their  support  of  his 
so-called  mutual  security  program. 
From  all  reports  it  appears  that  the  Pres¬ 
ident  was  not  successful  in  his  appeal 
for  their  continued  support  of  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  giveaway.  The  taxpayers  are 
alarmed,  and  I  am  alarmed,  over  the  fact 
that  we  continue  to  build  up  a  national 
debt  that  we  cannot  pay — a  debt  we  must 
leave  to  future  generations  for  payment 
if  it  ever  is  to  be  paid,  while  at  the  same 
time  we  continue  to  pour  annually  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  into  the  economies  of 
other  nations. 

My  constituents,  as  well  as  people  from 
all  over  the  Nation,  are  concerned  over 
the  rapidity  with  which  the  Congress  is 
asked  to  spend  money,  and  does  spend 
money,  while  at  the  same  time  it  con¬ 
tinues  to  cut  down  on  the  revenue  of  our 
Government.  We  have  reached  the  time 
when  the  taxpayers  are  demanding  to 
know  how  long  these  spending  sprees  will 
continue.  Ten  years  ago  the  Marshall 
plan  was  formulated.  The  American 
taxpayers  were  then  told  the  job  of  re¬ 
habilitating  war-torn  Europe  would  take 
only  $17  billion  and  4  years.  At  the  end 
of  those  4  years  and  that  $17  billion, 
where  were  we?  We  were  just  getting 
started  in  the  foreign  aid  business. 
Where  are  we  now?  After  spending  over 
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60  billions  of  American  tax  dollars,  we  do 
not  have  the  mutual  security  the  propo¬ 
nents  of  the  program  said  we  would,  and 
now  we  are  told  there  is  no  end  in  sight 
for  the  program.  The  American  people 
have  been  more  than  generous  with  the 
peoples  of  foreign  nations,  but  they  want 
to  know  now  where  this  program  will 
take  us  and  how  much  more  it  will  cost 
us. 

Many  Members  of  Congress  share  the 
skepticism  of  the  people  insofar  as  this 
program  is  concerned.  Various  commit¬ 
tees  of  the  House  have  tried  to  investi¬ 
gate  the  claims  of  waste  in  the  foreign- 
aid  program,  they  have  sought  to  deter¬ 
mine  its  effectiveness  and  they  have 
sought  to  evaluate  its  benefits.  But, 
these  committees  have  received  little  as¬ 
sistance  from  those  persons  w’ho  are  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  program.  At  the  same 
time,  other  persons  who  have  been  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  program  have  frequently 
maintained  that  the  American  tax¬ 
payers’  money  is  being  squandered  and 
thrown  wildly  away.  The  horrible  truth 
is  that  when  waste  and  extravagance  in 
the  program  are  brought  to  light  and  are 
documented  we  hear  no  word  of  explana¬ 
tion  or  apology  from  any  responsible 
persons  in  the  administration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  we  have  docu¬ 
mented  proof  of  waste  and  extravagance 
in  any  program,  I  cannot  condone  such 
waste  by  voting  fimds  to  continue  the 
program.  When  we  reach  the  place  in 
any  program  where  we  derive  only  doubt¬ 
ful  benefits  from  the  expenditures  of  bil¬ 
lions  of  American  tax  dollars,  then  I  am 
compelled  to  vote  against  that  program. 
These  are  only  a  few  of  my  reasons  for 
voting  against  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Passman]  to  close  debate  on  the  pending 
amendment. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  cer¬ 
tainly  I  am  confused  over  what  is  hap¬ 
pening  here  this  afternoon.  Could  it  be 
that  I  was  poorly  indoctrinated  into  how 
to  undertake  my  work  here  in  the  Con¬ 
gress?  When  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  assigned  me  to  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  it  was  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  committee  was  to  have 
the  witnesses  appear,  the  members  were 
to  question  those  witnesses  and  consider 
their  justifications,  and  then  allow  the 
amount  of  money  that  the  majority  of 
the  committee  and  the  full  committee 
and  the  Congress  decided  should  be 
needed  to  operate  a  certain  program.  If 
I  have  been  incorrectly  indoctrinated  I 
am  wrong,  but  if  we  are  supposed  to  act 
according  to  facts  and  upon  the  basis  of 
the  justifications  presented  to  us  by  the 
department  heads,  then  I  am  on  solid 
ground. 

There  has  been  too  much  dealing  in 
generalities  all  day  long.  It  seems  to  me 
the  Members  just  will  not  get  back  to  the 
actual  figures.  I  am  going  to  support 
this  bill.  I  am  going  to  vote  for  this  bill, 
and  I  am  going  to  recommend  that  all 
Members  do  so,  because  the  policy  has 
already  been  established  and  I  am  not 
trying  to  fix  policy.  I  want  to  provide 
the  President  the  money  to  carry  out  the 
commitments;  make  no  mistake  about 
that.  But  there  have  been  efforts  to 
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confuse  the  members  of  this  committee 
ever  since  I  have  been  a  member  of  the 
committee.  Particularly  have  I  observed 
such  actions  during  the  3  years  in  which 
I  have  been  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee.  I  was  somewhat  ashamed  of  it  my¬ 
self  in  1956.  I  thought  I  had  better  pull 
my  flag  down  and  go  home;  that  I  was 
trying  to  act  in  a  big  show ;  but  neverthe¬ 
less  I  worked,  and  I  worked  hard,  and  I 
worked  long,  and  I  tried  to  be  just  as 
searching  as  I  could. 

Then  one  evening  just  before  we  were 
ready  to  report  this  bill,  a  letter  came 
down  to  the  subcommittee.  The  letter 
said,  “You  take  this,  and  we  take  this.” 
I  said,  “That  is  a  rather  fair  trade.” 
But,  during  the  next  6  or  7  hours  Mr. 
Stassen  conferred  with  the  Director  of 
the  Budget.  He  must  have  locked  the 
door  and  put  the  key  in  his  pocket.  The 
Director  of  the  Budget  was  prevailed 
upon  to  obligate  22  percent  of  the  an¬ 
nual  appropriations  after  6  o’clock  in  the 
evening,  because  they  were  to  telephone 
me  at  6  o’clock  on  June  30.  That  was 
one  of  the,  shall  we  say,  “cleverest” 
tricks  that  they  ever  tried  to  come  up 
with.  Well,  they  later  admitted  it.  Then 
we  went  to  conference,  and  we  were  be¬ 
ing  pushed  around  by  certain  individ¬ 
uals  about  ruining  the  program,  and  a 
messenger  came  in  and  said,  “Somebody 
has  something  to  tell  you  right  away.” 
I  went  out  and  they  said,  “The  Air  Force 
found  out  it  owes  the  Mutual  Security 
program  a  little  over  $3  million,  and 
they  have  a  check.”  So  I  presented  that 
astonishing  fact  in  conference.  The 
place  became  just  as  quiet' as  at  a  fun¬ 
eral.  We  regained  our  position. 

Let  us  stop  dealing  with  generalities 
and  get  down  to  basic  facts.  Believe 
me  when  I  tell  you  this:  We  are  doing 
no  wrong  to  the  program  with  this  bill. 
I  do  not  believe  there  is  a  Member  of 
this  House  who  will  say  that  he,  or  she, 
can  prove  that  these  recommendations 
are  not  adequate  to  carry  on  the  pro¬ 
gram  that  is  planned  under  the  present 
policy. 

I  most  respectfully  direct  your  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  shown  all  through  the 
hearings;  it  is  in  the  justifications — 
that  show  they  can  spend  only  $2.2  bil¬ 
lion.  Now,  do  not  let  anyone  confuse 
you.  You  do  not  spend  money  when  you 
obligate  it.  You  merely  obligate  it  and 
place  orders,  and  you  spend  it  when  a 
check  is  drawn.  But,  all  of  the  money 
that  you  have  for  the  program,  in  the 
amount  of  $5,512,000,000,  is  for  expendi¬ 
tures.  Now,  it  is  true  that  some  $3  bil¬ 
lion  has  already  been  obligated,  but  the 
total  to  be  spent  is  $5,512,000,000.  So, 
if  this  Congress  were  adjourned  and  we 
should  not  come  back  here  for  2*4  years, 
when  you  arrived  back  in  Washington 
after  that  2^4  year  vacation,  under  the 
present  program  there  would  still  be  a 
little  money  left  to  be  spent. 

Now,  let  us  face  up  to  it,  and  stop 
building  these  straw  men  and  knocking 
them  down  and  building  others,  and 
dealing  in  these  generalities. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts. 


Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  want  to 
say  that  there  are  several  of  us  stand¬ 
ing,  who  have  tried  to  make  it  crystal 
clear  that  we  believe  the  funds  recom¬ 
mended  are  entirely  inadequate,  particu¬ 
larly  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
declines  to  take  into  consideration  some 
$675  million  in  his  figure  for  estimated 
obligations  in  1957. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  have  taken  all  the 
factors  into  consideration.  I  want  the 
gentleman  to  understand — and  I  know 
you  are  not  going  to  get  me  off  base  on 
this — that  this  portion  of  the  program 
has  $5,512,000,000  for  which  checks  are 
yet  to  be  drawn.  And,  you  can  draw 
it  for  anything  for  which  you  have  an 
order.  You  can  cancel  the  planes  and 
you  can  cancel  the  guns  and  buy  some¬ 
thing  else.  You  know  and  I  know  that 
there  is  $5,512,000,000  under  the  bill 
which  we  have  submitted  for  your  con- 
-sideration. 

I  hope  that  you  will  vote  the  amend¬ 
ment  down. 

The  CHAIRMAN,  All  time  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Taber]. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  that 
I  demand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr,  Taber  and 
Mr.  Passman. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  123, 
noes 172. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Defense  support;  For  assistance  author¬ 
ized  by  section  131  (b) ,  $585,000,000;  and  in 
addition  $36  million  of  unobligated  balances 
of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  section  131  are  continued  available 
for  the  purposes  of  that  section:  Provided, 
That  not  less  than  $40  million  thereof  shall 
be  available  for  Spain,  exclusive  of  technical 
cooperation. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Flood  :  On  page 
2,  line  17,  strike  out  ‘‘$585,000,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  ‘‘$714,000,000.” 

(Mr.  FLOOD  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  view 
of  the  nature  of  this  amendment,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  5 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection, 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  observe 
in  this  House  a  strange  and  extraordi¬ 
nary  juxtaposition.  Although  I  am 
pleased  to  see  you  are  not  confused,  out 
of  an  abundance  of  caution  may  I  ex¬ 
plain  what  I  mean.  Now  instead  of  criti¬ 
cizing  my  friends  to  the  left  for  their 
magnificent  and  courageous  vote  on  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York,  may  I  say  I  welcome  them  to  the 
fold  after  their  many  years  of  derelic¬ 
tion.  I  say  “Hallelujah.”  They  have 
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been  washed  in  the  blood  of  the  lamb,  a 
condition  that  I  have  enjoyed  on  this 
bill  since  1945.  But,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
look  to  my  colleagues  on  the  right.  I 
saw  dozens  of  you  who  stood  where  I 
stand  for  15  years  and  belabored  my 
friends  to  the  left  for  their  evil.  Now, 
do  you  fall  into  that  same  pitfall  at  this 
late  date?  You  did — you  did.  This  is 
your  baby.  Dare  you  say  it,  nay?  This 
is  yours.  Do  you  make  this  a  bastard 
child?  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  emphasis,  I  urge  you — do  not 
consider  me  facetious.  I  had  hoped  at 
least  50  more  of  my  friends  to  the  right 
would  have  been  with  us.  Now,  listen  to 
me  on  this  please.  If  you  will  excuse  me, 
you  on  my  left  are  entirely  capable  of 
taking  care  of  yourselves.  I  have  no 
doubts  about  my  friends  on  my  right. 
May  I  say  this.  All  right,  forget  what 
you  just  did  on  this  last  amendment. 
That  is  over  the  dam.  But  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  defense  support.  Do  you  know 
what  that  is?  This  is  defense  support, 
my  friends.  Let  me  read  to  you  what 
that  means  in  the  language  of  the  sub¬ 
committee’s  report.  I  do  not  like  to 
read  things.  I  hate  to  admit  it,  but  I 
could  not  say  this  any  better  myself. 
Let  me  read  it  to  you : 

For  fiscal  year  1958,  there  Is  Included 
under  this  heading  “Defense  support”  only 
that  aid  necessary  to  enable  a  country  to 
raise  and  support  military  forces  for  the 
common  defense  and  to  assure  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  United  States  military  bases 
abroad. 

You  cannot  vote  against  this  amend¬ 
ment.  Let  me  show  you  why.  My  be¬ 
loved  friends  on  this  subcommittee — and 
they  are  a  great  crowd — but,  listen,  they 
are  merely  asking  you  to  substitute  their 
opinion  on  this  matter.  This  is  a  matter 
of :  How  many  dollars?  Do  you  want  to 
gamble?  This  is  not  Las  Vegas,  with  all 
respect  to  my  friend  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Dempsey].  Are  you 
going  to  stand  at  the  green  table  here? 
Are  you  going  to  gamble  with  this?  You 
cannot  do  this.  Let  me  point  this  out  to 
you,  Mr.  Chairman — the  money  in  this 
bill.  My  friends  will  come  down  here  and 
they  will  say,  “Oh,  look,  look  at  the  unex¬ 
pended  balances.  They  lied  to  us,  these 
military  charlatans,  they  did  not  tell  us 
the  truth.”  I  have  served  on  the  sub¬ 
committee  for  Defense  Department  ap¬ 
propriations  and  I  have  been  through 
these  witnesses,  the  ones  they  are  talk¬ 
ing  about,  for  10  years.  I  know  the  good 
ones  from  the  bad  ones.  It  may  be  pos¬ 
sible  even  in  this  House.  There  is  a  little 
question  about  those  things  sometimes. 
I  would  not  say  that — could  be.  Now 
these  men  will  talk  about  unexpended 
balances.  They  will  talk  about  unobli¬ 
gated  funds.  They  will  confuse  with  this 
financial  terminology.  This  is  not  to  be 
a  debate  in  fiscal  semantics — not  at  all. 
The  Russians  say  democracy  means 
this.  Americans  say  democracy — the 
same  word — means  something  else.  You 
know  what  you  can  do  with  figures  and 
statistics,  and  how  they  have  been  de¬ 
scribed.  You  cannot  use  a  margin  for 
error  on  a  bill  of  such  merit  and  debate 
figures. 

I  simply  say  this:  I  do  not  quarrel  with 
this  subcommittee.  I  believe  deeply  iir 
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the  purpose  of  this  bill  since  it  was  first 
bom.  I  believe  that  these  figures  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Appropriations  Subcom¬ 
mittee  will  not  do  what  should  be  done 
in  the  pipeline.  I  do  not  think  I  or  the 
subcommittee  could  ever  decide  what  the 
necessary  figures  are.  I  do  not  know. 
I  submit  not  a  man  in  this  room  knows 
how  many  dozen  millions  of  dollars  will 
be  necessary  in  Turkey  or  in  Greece. 
If  war  should  break  out  tomorrow  you 
would  all  be  praying  that  on  the  Balkan 
border  would  be  the  Greeks;  on  the 
Iranian  border  would  be  the  great  fight¬ 
ing  Turks.  Who  do  you  have  in  Korea? 
You  want  the  Taiwanians,  you  want  the 
Philippines,  you  want  all  over  that  great 
perimeter  of  this  world,  you  want  those 
eager,  willing  little  nations.  This  is  the 
best  support.  I  am  asking  that  you 
restore  these  funds  that  were  asked  for 
in  your  authorization  bill.  No  more. 
Say  to  these  people:  “We  will  hold  up 
your  right  hand  while  you  die,  while 
we  get  ready  if  necessary  to  join  you.’’ 
They  man  the  barricades  against  com¬ 
munism  if  it  attacks.  This  is  the  first 
line,  and  I  want  you  to  give  them  every 
dime  in  the  pipeline,  unexpended  funds, 
unobligated  dollars.  Do  not  be  misled 
by  these  certified  public  accoimtant 
mumbo  jumbos  from  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  OflSce.  This  rises  above  that. 
This  is  for  the  world.  This  is  the  leading 
Nation  in  the  world  and  a  leader  must 
lead  or  quit,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
In  opposition  to  the  amendment,  and  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  5 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  I 
should  like  to  thank  the  distingiushed 
gentleman  from  New  York  for  clearing 
up  the  generalities  so  that  I  may  be  af¬ 
forded  an  opportunity  to  get  right  down 
to  the  facts  and  figures. 

In  this  particular  item  there  is  un¬ 
expended  a  total  of  $1,288,196,000  as  of 
June  30,  and  it  is  obligated.  You  can¬ 
not  do  anything  about  it.  What  actually 
happened  with  reference  to  the  defense? 
The  Members  of  the  House  on  the  For¬ 
eign  Affairs  Committee  stated,  in  effect: 
“I  would  not  get  too  excited  about  that 
item.  The  Appropriations  Committee 
will  take  care  of  it.  It  is  getting  a  little 
late”;  they  were  kind  of  flattering  me  a 
little.  But  let  me  give  you  the  facts  on 
this  particular  item. 

The  House  passed  $500  million,  and 
after  a  delay  of  2  days  under  some 
parliamentary  maneuver,  an  amendment 
was  offered,  and  was  adopted,  to  in¬ 
crease  the  amount  to  $600  million.  Then 
the  measure  went  to  the  other  body,  and 
they  had  originally  passed  $800  million 
for  this  item,  and  the  House  $600  million, 
increasing  the  sum  by  $100  million  be¬ 
fore  it  went  over  there.  When  this  item 
came  back  to  the  House  it  had  been 
raised  to  $750  million. 

Your  committee  has  recommended 
that  you  appropriate  more  for  this  phase 
of  the  program  than  the  House  original¬ 
ly  had  agreed  to  authorize — $621  million 
in  addition  to  the  $1,288,196,000. 


Now,  if  you  please,  you  are  looking  at 
one  item  of  about  $585  million;  but  if  you 
will  move  down  to  the  bottom  of  the  page 
you  will  discover  that  there  is  shown  $36 
million,  representing  money  appro¬ 
priated  last  year  which  they  could  not 
use,  that  lapsed;  so  we  thought  we  would 
just  take  up  that  $36  million.  Thus, 
this  makes  the  amount  $61  million, 
which  is  $21  million  more  than  the  sum 
the  House  agreed  to  when  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  was  passed  some  10  days  ago. 

This  information  is  accurate.  No  one 
is  going  to  be  able  to  get  any  figures 
other  than  these,  because  this  is  a  new 
item  as  such.  We  have  had  no  defense 
support.  You  have  had  a  lot  of  these 
items,  but  this  time  this  is  defense  sup¬ 
port  only,  and  that  means  economic  aid; 
it  is  a  case  of  merely  taking  off  the  calico 
and  putting  on  the  silk. 

I  ask  you  to  defeat  this  amendment. 
We  know  that  with  $1,288,000,000  al¬ 
ready  available  and  an  appropriation 
now  of  an  additional  $621  million,  the 
total  is  more  than  $1,800,000,000. 

I  do  not  believe  seriously  my  friends 
on  the  left  are  going  to  oppose  this 
recommendation.  Too  many  of  them 
have  agreed  prior  to  this  afternoon  that 
$600  million  is  all  that  is  actually 
needed.  So  I  certainly  hope  you  will 
vote  down  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  PASSMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  proceed  for  5  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Michigan  is  recognized  for  10 
minutes. 

(Mr.  FORD  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  glad 
to  rise  to  support  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Flood].  As  a  matter  of 
fact  I  had  an  amendment  at  the  Clerk’s 
desk  requesting  that  the  sum  be  in¬ 
creased  to  the  full  amount  of  the  au¬ 
thorization. 

I  am  also  glad  to  observe  that  the 
Record  will  show  that  on  defense  and 
mutual  secmity  matters  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  and  myself  have 
voted  almost  identically. 

Let  us  look  at  the  facts  in  this  case. 
The  President’s  request  for  this  item 
was  $900  million.  The  authorization 
which  we  passed  yesterday  calls  for  the 
sura  of  $750  million.  The  amendment 
which  I  intended  to  offer  would  have 
made  this  item  in  the  appropriation  bill 
$'750  million.  It  would  have  been  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  $36  million  which  is  re- 
appropriated  in  the  bill. 

I  am  convinced  beyond  any  doubt  that 
this  item  is  as  important  to  our  defense 
program  as  the  other  item  which  we 
just  voted  on.  Let  me  just  take  one 
argument  which  was  made  in  the  pre¬ 
vious  amendment  which  is  not  applica¬ 
ble  here  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 


We  have  heard  about  the  letter  from  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
limiting  expenditures  and  limiting  obli¬ 
gations  in  fiscal  1958  to  the  amounts  in 
fiscal  1957.  In  that  particular  case  this 
letter  is  not  applicable  because  the 
amormts  they  are  requesting  for  obliga¬ 
tion  and  the  amovmts  they  intend  to  ex¬ 
pend  are  below  the  figures  in  each  in¬ 
stance  than  those  in  fiscal  1957.  So  we 
can  forget  the  suggestion,  we  can  forget 
the  argiiment  they  made  in  reference  to 
the  letter  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget. 

If  you  will  turn  to  page  435  of  the 
published  hearings  on  this  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  you  will  find  listed  all  of  the 
countries  which  are  included  in  the 
fimds  for  this  year  and,  in  addition, 
some  of  the  countries  which  have  re¬ 
ceived  funds  in  past  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  program  for  the 
fiscal  year  1958  there  are  15  countries 
included.  Some  of  those,  and  they  are 
listed,  are  Spain,  Turkey,  Taiwan,  the 
Philippines,  Korea,  and  others.  But  let 
us  for  a  moment,  if  we  may,  take  one  of 
the  specific  cases  which  I  think  illus¬ 
trates  the  importance  of  this  program 
beyond  all  doubt. 

In  August  1953  a  truce  was  arranged 
in  Korea.  We  expjected  those  beyond 
the  truce  would  abide  by  the  terms  of 
that  agreement.  We  ourselves  and  our 
United  Nations  allies  have.  But  as  time 
went  by  they  did  not.  They  built  air¬ 
fields,  they  moved  in  modern  aircraft. 
Finally  it  got  so  desperate  that  about  a 
month  ago  our  military  leaders  said,  “We 
have  to  do  something  or  our  own  forces 
and  the  forces  of  our  allies  are  in  peril,” 
as  they  are.  As  a  consequence,  we  are 
now  moving  in  new  military  equipment. 
But  if  we  do  not  approve  this  amend¬ 
ment,  it  would  be  foolhardy,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  to  move  in  new  ancraft  and  move 
in  modern  military  equipment  because 
by  a  reduced  figure  in  this  instance  you 
will  be  pulling  the  rug  out  from  imder- 
neath  those  who  are  serving  there  and 
in  effect  destroying  the  effectiveness  of 
the  equipment  which  we  decided  less 
than  a  month  ago  was  essential  for  the 
defense  of  omr  forces  in  that  area.  You 
can  go  to  some  of  these  other  countries 
which  are  mentioned  here  in  this  list  on 
page  425. 

Let  us  take  Spain.  It  is  my  recol¬ 
lection  that  in  the  defense  appropriation 
bill  for  military  construction  over  the 
years  we  have  made  available  funds  for 
2  Air  Force  bases  and  1  Navy  base  in 
Spain  amounting  to  something  over  $300 
million.  Are  we  by  any  action  on  this 
bill  today  in  effect  going  to  make  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  in  Spain  such  that  it 
would  be  unwise  for  us  to  man  and  use 
those  bases  in  Spain?  The  economic 
condition  of  Spain  today  is  not  what 
we  would  like  it  and  any  unwise  action 
that  we  take  on  this  provision  in  the 
pending  bill  may  well  lead  to  greater 
deterioration. 

Let  us  take  Taiwan.  We  have  in¬ 
vested  millions  and  millions  of  dollars. 
We  have  supplied  equipment  for  some 
500,000  or  more  allies  of  ours  among  the 
Chinese  Nationalists.  If  we  reduce  this 
sum  to  that  which  is  included  in  this 
bill  we  in  effect  are  pulling  the  plug  on 
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the  investments  we  have  made  hereto¬ 
fore. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  cannot  understand 
why  1  year,  2  years,  3  years  we  go  boldly 
forward  and  take  the  bit  in  our  teeth 
and  say  this  is  a  good  program,  and  we 
man,  equip,  and  train  those  who  are 
fighting  with  us,  and  then  all  of  a  sud¬ 
den  we  decide  we  better  pull  the  plug 
and  back  out,  losing  the  benefit  of  our 
investment,  losing  the  benefit  of  our 
strength  and  boldness. 

Take  Turkey,  a  country  on  the  border 
of  the  Commimist  forces  for  a  good 
many  miles.  We  have  installations  in 
Turkey  which  are  of  the  most  vital  im¬ 
portance,  not  necessarily  places  for  our 
troops  to  be,  but  installations  which  are 
just  as  vital  and  essential  to  our  security 
as  a  barracks  on  the  frontline  in  some 
of  these  other  countries.  Turkey  has 
been  a  stanch  and  steadfast  ally  of  the 
United  States.  It  is  a  good  investment 
dollarwise,  and  if  we  do  not  provide  suf¬ 
ficient  fimds  to  keep  their  economy 
strong,  to  help  them  man  the  forces 
that  they  are  providing  along  with  us, 
we  in  effect  are  destroying  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  the  installations,  of  which  there 
are  none  more  important  to  our  own  se¬ 
curity,  installations  which  are  relatively 
close  to  the  enemy  whom  we  detest, 
whom  we  hate,  and  who,  we  hope,  is 
defeated.  And  why  we,  in  this  instance, 
cannot  go  along  with  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  to  help  in  a  small  way  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  those  installations  and  the 
manning  of  those  stations  is  beyond  my 
comprehension. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  80 
percent  of  the  funds  about  which  the 
gentleman  speaks  goes  to  the  fighting 
nations,  the  6  nations  that  he  just 
mentioned,  to  troops  on  the  line? 

Mr.  FORD.  That  is  correct.  It  in¬ 
volves  land  forces,  air  forces,  and  sea 
forces  which  are  of  great  importance  to 
us  in  this  great  struggle. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  close,  let  me  say 
this;  This  recommendation  by  the  sub¬ 
committee  of  $585  million  is  34  percent 
below  that  proposed  by  President  Eisen¬ 
hower.  It  is  34  percent  below  what  he 
recommended.  This  recommendation  by 
the  subcommittee  is  20  percent  below 
what  was  authorized  in  the  bill  that  we 
approved  yesterday.  The  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  takes  it  up  within  $36  million  of 
what  the  House  of  Representatives  rec¬ 
ommended  yesterday. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  and  trust  that 
the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Could  we  reach  an 
agreement  on  the  amount  of  time  neces¬ 
sary  to  finish  this  amendment? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  you  are  not 
going  to  hurry  anyone  by  yelling  “Vote.” 


I  will  tell  you  that.  Could  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  and  the  Member  from  Michi¬ 
gan  get  at  least  3  minutes?  Those  in 
support  had  an  additional  5  minutes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Further  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  we  have  not  objected  to 
these  extensions  of  time.  I  would  like 
to  have  at  least  that  much  or  a  little 
more.  _ 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  I  withdraw  my  reser¬ 
vation  of  objection,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  close  in  20  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana? 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
think  this  requires  any  great  argiunent. 
I  just  want  to  point  out  one  or  two  sali¬ 
ent  facts.  You  probably  will  remember 
when  we  had  the  authorization  bill  on 
the  floor,  this  House  voted  first  to  re¬ 
duce  the  Defense  Support  funds  to  $500 
million.  Subsequently  it  voted  to  raise 
that  amount  to  $600  million.  When  the 
authorization  bill  left  the  House  it  left 
with  a  figure  of  $600  million  in  it  for 
defense  support.  It  is  true  that  in  con¬ 
ference,  the  amount  was  raised  to  $750 
million.  The  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Ohio  stated  a  few  moments  ago 
that  the  House  approved  that  amount. 
The  House  approved  the  conference  re¬ 
port  and  that  was  one  of  the  items  in 
it.  I  dare  say  if  that  particular  item 
had  been  brought  before  the  House 
alone  the  House  again  would  have  voted 
for  $600  million. 

What  does  the  committee  recommend 
in  this  bill?  It  recommends  $585  mil¬ 
lion  for  Defense  Support  plus  a  carry¬ 
over  of  $36  million,  which  makes  a  total 
of  $621  million,  or  $21  million  more  than 
the  House  approved  in  the  authorization 
bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  believe  any¬ 
thing  fui'ther  needs  to  be  said  on  this 
subject. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Ml'.  Hoffman]. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
a  little  difficult  to  rise  in  opposition  to  so 
distinguished  a  colleague  as  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Ford],  who  lives  in  the  district  adjoining 
mine.  He  said  something  about  our 
duty  to  defend  militai'y  installations.  I 
wonder  if  the  gentleman  has  forgotten 
that  on  February  16,  1955,  in  an  official 
report  we  were  told  that  we  had  950  mili¬ 
tary  installations  throughout  the  world 
outside  continental  United  States.  Just 
how  many  of  those  950  can  we  success¬ 
fully  defend?  Are  they  all  a  source  of 
strength  or  an  outpost  which  will  fall 
with  all  its  materiel  at  the  first  attack? 

One  other  point.  A  pohcy  may  be 
judged  just  as  we  judge  an  article  of 
merchandise  after  we  have  used  it  and 
tested  it.  How  long  have  we  had  this 
Marshall  plan  as  it  has  been  enlarged  or 
amplified?  How  many  billions  of  dollars 
have  we  put  into  it?  What  has  been  the 
result?  We  will  remember  what  the  top 


Russian  said  not  long  ago,  that  we  could 
spend  ourselves  into — what  was  it? 
Something  like  dissolution.  That  is  one 
way  to  destroy  oiurselves,  by  spending. 
Do  you  remember  what  the  President 
said  not  long  ago?  He  said  practically 
the  same  thing.  That  is  one  thing  they 
agreed  on.  A  warning  against  excessive 
spending.  But  not  understanding  we  go 
on  and  on.  But  let  me  go  back.  What 
has  been  the  result?  I  have  no  personal 
knowledge  about  what  has  happened 
abroad.  I  know  little,  if  anything,  about 
our  financial  ability.  So  I  will  take  the 
word  in  this  instance  of  our  great  Presi¬ 
dent  who  warned  against  wasting  oin* 
resources.  I  will  not  vote  to  do  it 
as  would  this  bill.  In  spite  of  all  the 
praise  of  Ike  by  my  colleague  I  still  do 
not  think  he  is  any  better  President  than 
was  George  Washington,  or  has  he  any 
more  knowledge  of  the  fundamental, 
basic  principles  of  national  life  or  se¬ 
curity.  What  did  he  say,  and  what  did 
his  Secretary  of  State  say  earlier  this 
year?  Those  who  advocate  this  contin¬ 
ued  spending  and  who  have  gone  along 
all  the  way,  what  did  Dulles  and  Ike  ad¬ 
mit?  They  told  us  the  first  of  the  year 
that  we  were  worse  off  on  the  national 
stage  in  the  national  sphere  than  we 
ever  were  before.  That  came  after  two 
wars,  after  the  spending  of  uncounted 
and  uncountable  billions,  which  no  one 
can  locate. 

If  you  want  more  of  it,  that  is  your 
business.  I  want  none  of  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Gross]. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
might  be  led  to  believe  by  statements 
of  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Ford]  that  these  particular  funds  are 
strictly  for  defense,  that  is,  defense  in 
the  terms  that  most  Members  of  the 
House  apparently  think  of  it.  I  want 
to  read  from  the  hearings  on  this  bill. 
Mr.  Ford  is  addressing  a  question  to 
Secretary  of  State  Dulles: 

Mr.  Ford.  In  other  words,  this  proposal  will 
replace  in  part  defense  support,  and  In  part 
outright  grants  for  economic  assistance? 

Secretary  Dulles.  It  will  replace  the  part 
of  what  is  now  called  defense  support  which 
is  really  a  misnomer,  because  it  is  really 
for  economic  development,  and  has  no  par¬ 
ticular  relationship  to  defense. 

Now  I  want  to  read  from  another 
document,  the  report  on  United  States 
foreign- assistance  programs,  prepared 
at  the  request  of  the  Special  Committee 
to  Study  the  Foreign  Aid  Program,  this 
being  a  committee  of  the  United  States 
Senate.  The  report  covers  southeast 
Asia,  including  Vietnam,  Thailand, 
Cambodia,  Laos,  Burma,  and  Indonesia. 

I  read  from  the  report,  and  listen  to 
this,  for  this  is  where  your  defense  sup¬ 
port  money  goes,  in  part: 

There  is  one  situation  requiring  prompt 
action  and  immediate  corection.  Conditions 
which  existed  at  the  time  may  have  justified 
the  United  States  decision  to  support  the  cur¬ 
rencies  of  Vietnam,  Laos,  and  Cambodia,  at 
the  arbitrary  rate  of  35  piasters  or  other  local 
currency  to  the  dollar.  Today  that  figure  is 
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utterly  unrealistic,  as  becomes  apparent 
■when  we  examine  the  need  for  monetary  re¬ 
form  in  Vietnam.  The  added  and  unneces¬ 
sary  cost  to  the  United  States  taxpayer  is 
approximately— 

Listen  to  this,  for  this  is  defense  sup¬ 
port  money — 

$20  million  a  month. 

This  is  American  taxpayer  money 
going  down  the  drain.  Continuing  to 
read  from  the  report: 

This  money  is  not  going  into  public 
treasuries;  it  is  going  into  private  pockets. 
Of  even  more  importance,  the  faith  of  the 
newly  freed  people  of  the  area  in  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  democratic  government  is  being 
shaken  by  the  spectacle  of  the  undeserved 
enrichment  of  a  favored  group. 

That  is  defense  money  we  are  talking 
about.  That  is  what  you  want  to  in¬ 
crease  by  the  pending  amendment,  loot¬ 
ing  the  pockets  of  American  taxpayers 
to  the  tune  of  $20  million  a  month  to 
stick  it  into  the  pockets  of  money  specu¬ 
lators  and  profiteers  in  Saigon,  Hong 
Kong,  or  elsewhere  in  Asia. 

You  can  vote  to  increase  this  if  you 
want  to.  I  am  opposed  to  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  LMr. 
VORYSl. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  who  just  spoke  is  entirely  in  error 
if  he  wanted  the  House  to  rmderstand 
that  defense  support  in  this  bill,  the 
amount  we  are  talking  about,  includes 
any  development  assistance,  long-range 
economic  aid.  There  is  a  new  definition 
of  defense  support  this  year.  I  call  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  to  page  5  of 
the  committee  report,  which  shows  that 
“there  is  included  under  this  heading 
only  that  aid  necessary  to  enable  a 
country  to  raise  and  support  military 
forces  for  the  common  defense  and  to 
assure  the  maintenance  of  United  States 
military  bases  abroad.” 

Of  the  15  countries  that  obtain  defense 
support  we  have  military  bases  and  in¬ 
stallations  in  8.  Seventy-five  percent  of 
this  will  go  to  the  5  coimtries  bordering 
Red  China  or  Russia,  Korea,  Taiwan, 
Vietnam,  Pakistan,  and  Turkey.  It  will 
go  to  support  2,100,000  men  under  arms 
in  those  5  countries.  Defense  support  will 
go  to  support  the  economies  of  countries 
that  are  poor  economically,  but  rich  in 
spirit  and  in  determination,  to  face  and 
fight,  if  necessary,  the  Communists  who 
lie  right  opposite  their  borders.  De¬ 
fense  support  is  an  essential  part  of  the 
system  that  makes  us  able  to  secure  the 
economy  in  our  own  defense  that  is  rep¬ 
resented  by  this  program.  You  have 
had  pointed  out  to  you  the  fact  that  in 
these  poor  but  brave  countries,  it  costs 
far  less  to  maintain  a  soldier  than  it  does 
for  us  to  maintain  one  of  om:  men.  We 
do  not  pay  all  of  the  costs  of  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  their  soldiers.  The  committee 
cut  this  amount  to  about  33  Mj  percent  or 
roughly  a  third  below  the  amount  re¬ 
quested.  The  amendment  now  pro¬ 
posed  will  still  leave  it  $186  million  below 
the  $900  million  originally  requested. 
So  the  pending  amendment  is  not  an 
extravagant  amount.  It  merely  restores 
the  amount  the  House  approved  on  yes¬ 
terday,  and  I  beg  the  House  to  approve 
it  again  today. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  IMr. 
Carnahan]  . 

Mr.  CARNAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
new  obligational  authority  requested  by 
the  President  in  his  budget  message  for 
fiscal  year  1958  was  $73.3  billion.  The 
authorization  for  mutual  security  that 
has  been  enacted  into  law  is  $3.3  billion, 
or  4V2  percent  of  the  total  budget.  The 
amount  of  $2.5  billion  reported  by  the 
Appropriations  Committee  is  3%  percent 
of  the  total  budget. 

When  foreign  aid  started  in  1949,  our 
gross  national  product  was  $257.3  billion. 
Foreign  aid  in  that  year  was  2.4  percent 
of  the  gross  national  product.  Our  gross 
national  product  is  now  estimated  at 
$424  billion.  At  the  same  time  our 
foreign  aid  expenditures  have  gone  down 
so  that  they  are  now  slightly  less  than  1 
percent  of  our  gross  national  product. 

Critics  of  the  mutual  security  program 
call  it  a  giveaway  program.  This  char¬ 
acterization  is  apparently  based  on  the 
unfounded  assumption  that  the  United 
States  hands  out  checks  each  month  to 
foreign  governments  much  as  it  pays  the 
Federal  employees. 

Nothing  could  be  further  from  the 
truth.  In  the  period  from  April  1948  to 
June  1956,  more  than  $29.7  billion  was 
expended  under  the  mutual  security 
program.  Twenty-three  billion  dollars, 
or  78  percent,  was  spent  in  the  United 
States  for  our  own  commodities.  More 
than  $2.5  billion  of  cotton,  $1.7  billion 
of  bread  grains,  about  $1.8  billion  of  ma¬ 
chinery,  $382  million  of  coal  were  bought 
in  this  country  with  mutual  security 
funds.  To  ship  the  nonmilitary  pur¬ 
chases  overseas,  ICA  and  its  predecessor 
agents  paid  more  than  $884  million  to 
United  States  ship  owners — 74  percent 
of  the  total  ocean  freight  expenditures 
for  nonmilitary  aid  shipments.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  were 
paid  to  American  personnel,  contractors, 
and  universities  for  services  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  program. 

Economic  assistance  does  not  build  up 
injurious  competition  with  American  in¬ 
dustry.  In  the  earliest  stages  of  develop¬ 
ment,  the  basic  facilities,  such  as  roads, 
bridges,  health  programs  and  education 
offer  no  competition  to  United  States  in¬ 
dustry.  In  later  stages  of  development 
the  output  of  goods  and  services  are  con¬ 
sumed  principally  in  the  country  itself. 
The  introduction  of  American  methods 
and  machines  provide  continuing  mar¬ 
kets  for  American  products. 

Our  own  industrial  growth  is  depend¬ 
ent  upon  the  industrial  development  and 
health  of  other  countries.  Production 
for  foreign  aid  is  intertwined  with  pro¬ 
duction  for  normal  commercial  chan¬ 
nels.  A  dependable  estimate  is  that 
about  600,000  individuals  here  at  home 
are  dependent  upon  the  mutual  security 
program  for  their  employment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Coffin]. 

(Mr.  COFFIN  asked  and  was  give  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  COFFIN.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I  have 
listened  to  a  great  deal  that  has  gone 
on  today  and  a  great  deal  of  what  went 


on  yesterday.  This  Chamber  is  a  source 
of  ever-developing  mystery  for  me.  Yes¬ 
terday  I  heard  Members  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  join  in  a  sort  of  unprecedented 
praise  for  the  conferees  on  the  author¬ 
ization  bill.  You  will  remember  that  the 
other  body  receded  some  21  times;  we 
receded  4  times,  and  came  to  agreement 
on  6  other  items.  The  situation  had  de¬ 
teriorated  to  such  an  extent  that  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  other  body  were  prone  to 
levy  some  accusation  at  us.  In  other 
words,  for  a  moment  we  seemed  to  have 
the  other  body  on  the  run. 

The  gentleman  from  Virginia,  whom 
I  respect  and  admire  very  much,  has  just 
made  the  point  that  this  amendment 
calls  for  a  restoration  of  defense  support 
back  to  what  the  conferees  agreed  upon 
and  that  that  was  too  bad,  because  that 
was  over  what  this  body  originally  voted. 
Has  it  not  occurred  to  you  that  with  our 
conferees  operating  so  effectively  they 
would  not  have  come  out  with  that  figure 
unless  there  had  been  some  very  good 
reason  for  it? 

Could  they  have  been  so  right  yester¬ 
day  and  so  wrong  today? 

I  think  the  answer  is  that  they  were 
right  in  giving  sober  reflection  to  this 
particular  item  of  defense  support.  It 
is  something  that  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  has  so  very  well  said,  that  we 
could  not  play  around  with.  This  is  in  a 
sense  even  more  important  than  military 
assistance,  because  this  is  a  defensive 
dike  that  is  needed  even  before  we  can 
consider  using  retaliatory  forces.  This 
supports  Libya,  Ethiopia,  Morocco,  Spain, 
and  the  Philippines  where  we  have  mili¬ 
tary  bases,  and  it  helps  support  over  2 
million  troops  in  Taiwan,  South  Korea, 
and  Vietnam. 

We  follow  the  proceedings  in  London 
and  we  hope  our  negotiators  are  going 
to  do  a  good  job;  but  I  tell  you.  Mi’. 
Chairman,  that  at  this  particular  time 
we  may  be  involved  in  some  unilateral 
disarmament  if  we  cut  this  item  of  de¬ 
fense  support. 

I  urge  the  support  of  this  amendment 
in  particular. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Fulton]  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  amendment,  and  I  do  it 
because  of  the  security  of  the  United 
States.  When  this  Congress  can  appro¬ 
priate  money,  a  little  over  $700  million 
and  keep  in  the  field  over  2  million  troops 
of  our  allies,  to  me  it  would  be  short¬ 
sighted  not  to  do  it. 

This  defense  support  is  not  economic 
aid.  You  heard  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Gross]  speak  of  supporting 
the  currencies  of  various  countries.  He 
was  speaking  of  currencies  that  were  be¬ 
ing  depreciated  because  of  the  fact  that 
the  budget  of  those  countries  contained 
so  much  military  expense  that  it  is  using 
up  many  of  the  commodities  in  the  coun¬ 
try  and,  therefore,  causing  inflation.  So, 
in  order  to  keep  those  troops  in  the  field 
we  must  supply  them  the  wherewithal  to 
purchase  fuel,  uniforms,  and  provide 
local  installations.  We  must  make  up 
in  the  economy  what  has  been  taken  out 
of  it,  or  the  economy  and  the  country  will 
be  imperiled  by  inflation. 
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Mr.  GROSS.  Mi-.  Chaii-man,  wUl  the 
gentleman  yield?  We  have  a  little  defi¬ 
cit  in  this  country,  too. 

Mr.  PULTON.  Under  the  good  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration  policies,  of  which 
this  is  a  part,  the  gentleman  is  in  error, 
there  is  a.Government  budgetary  surplus. 

We  have  heard  that  there  has  been  a 
move  by  some  of  our  allies  and  friends  to 
cut  their  troops  and  defense.  We  can¬ 
not  start  a  retreat  of  the  United  States 
forces  and  security.  That  will  pull  down 
our  allies  as  well.  For  defense  support, 
the  original  authorization  request  was 
for  $30  million  for  Europe,  that  is  Greece 
and  Spain,  and  I  am  sure  none  of  us 
wants  to  cut  them ;  the  Near  East,  south¬ 
east  Asia,  and  Africa,  $202  million;  the 
Par  East  and  the  Pacific,  $668  million, 
in  order  to  keep  defense  troops  in  the 
field.  Unless  we  make  available  to  our 
allies  the  necessary  equipment,  unless  we 
help  sustain  them,  and  help  our  allies 
keep  their  troops  in  the  field,  we  are  en¬ 
gaging  in  unilateral  disai-mament  of  the 
fi’ee  world,  and  this  will  be  the  signal  for 
our  friends  and  allies  to  do  likewise. 

So  I  ask  you  to  consider  for  the  secu¬ 
rity  of  the  United  States  of  America  what 
the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  rec¬ 
ommended  after  we  had  studied  this 
matter  for  many  months  and  in  many 
hearings.  We  are  interested  in  economy, 
but  this  is  not  the  place  to  cut,  where  it 
vitally  affects  the  security  of  the  United 
States  and  the  free  world. 

I  hope  you  will  support  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Passman]  is  recog¬ 
nized  to  close  the  debate  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
shall  be  just  as  brief  as  possible.  This  is, 
in  effect,  economic  aid.  I  will  read 
where  some  of  the  items  for  defense 
support  will  be  spent  and  you  can  make 
up  your  mind  whether  or  not  it  is  eco¬ 
nomic  aid:  Agriculture,  natural  re¬ 
sources,  industry  and  mining,  transpor¬ 
tation,  labor,  health,  sanitation,  educa¬ 
tion,  public  administration,  community 
development,  social  welfare,  housing, 
general,  and  miscellaneous  items.  That 
is  only  a  part  of  the  list.  If  that  is  not 
economic  aid,  I  will  have  to  get  a  new 
Webster’s. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  state  for  the 
benefit  of  the  committee  that  your  com¬ 
mittee  is  recommending  that  you  appro¬ 
priate  $21  million  more  than  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Affairs  asked  for  when 
the  authorization  went  over  to  the  other 
body.  They  agreed  to  $600  million.  We 
are  appropriating  $585  million  plus,  or 
a  total  of  $621  million. 

With  what  we  are  recommending 
there  will  be  $1,909,000,000  for  defense 
support. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  the  Members  to 
vote  down  the  pending  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  IMi-.  Flood]. 

Ml-.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Passman 
and  Mr.  Flood. 


The  Committee  divided ;  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  113,  noes 
116. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Development  loan  fund:  For  advances  to 
the  development  loan  fund  as  authorized  by 
section  203,  $300  million,  to  remain  available 
until  expended; 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Wiggleswoeth  : 
On  page  3,  line  2,  strike  out  “$300,000,000” 
and  ■  Insert  “$500,000,000.’* 

(Ml-.  WIGGLESWORTH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 

X0XX13iI*lCS  ) 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  this  is  a  very  simple  amendment. 
All  it  does  is  to  restore  to  the  new  de¬ 
velopment  fund,  the  figure  which  was 
carried  in  both  versions  of  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  and  in  the  conference  report 
approved  by  the  House  yesterday. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  repeat,  as  I  think  we 
all  appreciate,  that  the  chief  criticism  of 
the  mutual-security  program  has  been  in 
the  economic  field. 

There  have  been  too  many  projects. 
There  have  been  too  many  ill-considered 
projects.  They  have  been  based  on  illus¬ 
trative  programs  that  have  been  unsatis¬ 
factory  all  around.  There  has  been  too 
much  personnel  and  resulting  waste  and 
extravagance. 

What  happened  last  summer? 

As  a  result  of  criticism,  various  com¬ 
mittees  of  investigation  were  appointed 
on  behalf  of  the  President,  on  behalf  of 
the  Senate,  and  on  behalf  of  this  House. 

As  a  result  of  the  investigations,  the 
administration  came  up  with  a  brandnew 
program  in  the  field  of  development 
assistance. 

It  provided  for  a  fund  which  is  limited 
to  making  loans. 

It  was  designed  to  bring  about  in¬ 
creased  economy  and  efficiency,  to  put 
economic  aid  on  a  more  businesslike 
basis,  follov/ing  in  general  terms  the 
principles  of  the  Export-Import  Bank. 

It  was  designed  to  substitute  loans  for 
grants,  to  provide  financing  under  which 
repayment  would  be  possible  as  com¬ 
pared  with  the  present  system  where 
there  is  no  repayment. 

It  was  designed  to  eliminate  the  im- 
satisfactory  illustrative  programs,  to 
substitute  specific  projects  under  speci¬ 
fied  critera  and  to  base  appi-opriations 
in  the  future  on  known  performance  in 
the  past  rather  than  on  unknown  per¬ 
formance  in  the  future. 

In  my  judgment  the  plan  offers  the 
possibility  of  very  great  improvement. 

To  operate  this  plan,  there  must  be  a 
capital  fund,  as  in  the  case  of  a  bank. 
You  cannot  operate  from  day  to  day. 
You  have  got  to  have  a  fund  in  respect 
to  which  you  can  plan  long-term  loans. 

The  original  request,  as  you  will  recall, 
was  for  a  capital  fund  of  $2  billion  to  be 
derived  over  a  period  of  3  years.  As  a 
result  of  the  authorization  bill  there  is 
a  maximum  authorization  of  $1,125,000,- 
000  to  be  accumulated  in  2  years,  $500 
milion  at  this  time  and  $625  million  a 


year  hence  subject,  of  course,  to  appro- 
pi-iations. 

The  $500  million  figure,  which,  as  I 
say,  was  carried  in  both  versions  of  the 
authorization  bill  and  in  the  conference 
report  approved  only  yesterday  has  been 
slashed  by  your  committee  to  $300  mil¬ 
lion,  a  slash  of  40  percent  in  spite  of  the 
fact  that  there  was  obligated  in  fiscal 
1957  about  $410  million  in  the  field  of 
development  assistance. 

I  think  the  cut  is  too  drastic. 

I  merely  suggest  restoring  the  $500 
million  to  the  fund,  the  figure  all  along 
the  line  up  to  this  time. 

In  closing  I  quote  again  from  the 
press  release  from  the  White  House  this 
morning  in  which  it  is  said  that — 

The  President  states  that  the  cut  proposed 
In  the  development  loan  fund,  a  40  per¬ 
cent  cut,  makes  impossible  the  realization 
of  the  Important  purpose  for  which  the 
fund  was  established  by  the  Congress. 

We  had  better  determine  whether  we 
are  going  to  have  any  development  as¬ 
sistance  or  not.  If  we  are,  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund,  in  my  judgment,  deserves  a 
fair  trial  as  a  part  of  the  overall  pro¬ 
gram;  and  we  had  better  give  it  suffi¬ 
cient  funds  to  operate  with. 

The  funds  will  not  all  be  obligated  in 
the  next  12  months.  But  they  will  allow 
the  fund  to  make  long-range  plans, 
which  is  the  fundamental  objective  of 
the  fund. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  not  trespass 
upon  the  patience  of  the  House  any 
longer.  There  is  $300  million  in  this 
special  development  loan  fund.  That 
is  more  than  many  of  the  Members 
wanted.  In  addition  thereto,  there  is 
$96  million  in  the  Asian  fund.  So  there 
are  adequate  funds  to  carry  on  this 
program.  And,  of  course,  they  remain 
available  until  expended. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  trust  that  the 
committee  will  vote  down  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  appreciate  the  gentleman’s 
courtesy  in  yielding  to  me  and  in  an 
effort  to  cooperate  with  him  in  closing 
the  debate  as  early  as  possible  I  shall 
not  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word  or 
seek  any  time.  I  realize  the  gentleman 
has  good  reasons  for  asking  us  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  dispatch. 

I  am  sure  the  House,  with  the  lengthy 
debate  that  we  have  had  on  this  and 
other  issues  that  have  been  presented, 
is  prepared  to  vote  on  the  amendment. 
I  had  prepared  an  amendment  some¬ 
what  similar  to  the  one  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
WIGGLESWORTH],  although  mine  carried 
$400  million  as  representing  a  more  rea¬ 
sonable  cut,  representing  only  a  25  per¬ 
cent  reduction  in  the  authorized  figure. 
However,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  cut  is  too  drastic  and  I  hope 
Members  will  weigh  the  argiunents  ad¬ 
vanced  by  the  gentleman  from  Massa- 
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chusetts.  I  will  support  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman  the  loan  development 
fund  is  an  exceedingly  important  new 
approach  to  the  problems  of  strength¬ 
ening  the  economies  of  the  new  nations 
now  struggling  to  maintain  independ¬ 
ence  and  to  make  a  contribution  to  the 
cause  of  freedom. 

The  Soviet  Government  is  challenging 
us  in  a  new  economic  competition.  In 
the  last  2  years  that  government  has 
aided  a  selected  group  of  imdeveloped 
nations  to  the  extent  of  $700  million. 
The  United  States  must  counter  these 
Soviet  efforts. 

We  can  succeed,  not  by  outbidding 
communism  in  sheer  amounts  of  eco¬ 
nomic  aid,  but  by  making  newly  inde¬ 
pendent  and  newly  articulate  peoples 
feel  that  they  can  best  satisfy  their 
wants  by  becoming  and  remaining  part 
of  the  community  of  free  nations.  But 
they  must  have  help  in  a  way  that 
preserves  pride  and  confidence.  Loans, 
not  grants,  should  be  our  policy. 

We  have  a  proven  experience  in  this 
field  and  should  welcome  the  competi¬ 
tion.  One  way  to  win  is  to  inaugurate 
the  loan  fimd  with  an  adequate  ap¬ 
propriation. 

Mr.  CARNAHAN.  Mr.  Chainnan,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chainnan,  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  elements  in  the  mutual  secu¬ 
rity  program  is  the  development  loan 
fund.  It  is  intended  to  provide  the 
foundation  on  which  we  will  build  our  re¬ 
lations  with  the  peoples  of  the  under¬ 
developed  areas  of  the  world.  It  pro¬ 
vides  the  basis  for  shifting  our  econom¬ 
ic  aid  operations  from  a  grant  basis 
to  a  loan  basis. 

I  am  convinced  that  if  the  develop¬ 
ment  loan  fund  operates  as  it  is  in¬ 
tended,  it  will  make  the  world  20  years 
from  now  a  better  and  safer  place  for 
all  of  us  to  live  in. 

But  we  have  to  give  the  fund  a  chance 
to  work,  and  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
appropriation  in  this  bill  is  large  enough 
to  permit  it  to  work. 

I  am  fully  aware  that  the  development 
loan  fund  will  be  slow  in  getting  into 
operation.  It  is  desirable  that  this 
should  be  so,  and  it  is  intended  that  the 
fund  will  be  administered  with  delib¬ 
eration  and  caution.  I  know  that  not 
vei-y  much  of  this  appropriation  will  be 
spent  the  first  year. 

Nevertheless,  we  need  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $500  million  at  the  beginning. 
We  need  enough  so  that  we  can  enter 
into  firm  commitments  with  a  large 
number  of  nations  for  a  large  number  of 
projects. 

We  do  not  want  to  say  to  the  people 
of  the  underdeveloped  areas  of  the  world, 
“Bring  us  your  small  problems  and  we 
will  help  the  few  of  you  which  we  select.” 
We  want  to  be  able  to  say  to  all  of  these 
people,  “We  are  your  friends;  we  are 
ready  and  able  to  help;  look  to  us  first.” 

We  need  an  appropriation  large 
enough  to  encourage  the  underdevel¬ 
oped  countries  to  come  to  us  and  to  begin 
to  plan  and  work  with  us.  We  intend  to 
go  slowly,  to  be  sure  that  planning  is 
carefully  done  and  that  we  do  not  build 
faster  than  the  necessary  social  and 
legal  adjustments  will  permit.  We  want 


to  disburse  the  money  slowly,  but  it  is 
vital  that  when  we  open  up  for  business 
we  have  the  resources  to  do  the  job.  If 
negotiations  proceed  slowly  the  first 
year,  we  can  make  adjustments  in  the 
appropriation  for  next  year,  but  we 
should  have  a  chance  to  start  on  the 
right  basis. 

At  this  point  I  want  to  read  into  the 
Record  a  letter  I  recently  received : 

Independence,  Mo.,  August  8,  1957. 
Hon.  A.  S.  J.  Carnahan, 

United  States  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  Washington.^D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Carnahan;  I  am  glad 
to  give  you  my  views  on  the  development 
loan  fund.  I  think  it  is  an  excellent  pro¬ 
posal  and  deserves  the  strongest  support. 

If  we  are  to  keep  the  billion  people  and 
many  new  nations  in  the  underdeveloped 
areas  of  the  world  on  the  side  of  freedom, 
we  must  help  them  in  their  efforts  to  move 
forward.  The  development  loan  fund  is  the 
most  practical  idea  to  do  this  which  has 
been  advanced.  I  regard  it  as  a  valuable 
and  necessary  supplement  to  the  point  four 
program  of  technical  assistance. 

As  ySu  know,  the  essential  ideas  involved 
in  the  loan  fund  have  been  developed  on  a 
bipartisan  basis  in  a  number  of  studies  by 
able  private  citizens,  by  the  Senate  Special 
Committee  on  Foreign  Aid  and  by  the  House 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee.  The  fact  that 
the  specific  proposal  has  been  advanced  by 
the  Eisenhower  administration  should  not 
lessen  the  support  of  any  Democrat  for  it. 
I  have  always  taken  the  position  that  the 
mutual  security  program — which  is  abso¬ 
lutely  vital  to  our  own  security — should  be 
supported  on  a  wholly  nonpartisan  basis.  I 
believe  that  in  this  matter  President  Elsen¬ 
hower  also  supports  that  bipartisan  attitude. 

I  hope  that  on  this  program  Democrats  in 
the  Congress  will  also  lay  aside  all  partisan¬ 
ship  and  support  it  vigorously — especially 
those  Members  on  whom  I  could  always  rely 
for  traditionally  strong  backing  of  sound 
foreign  policy  measures. 

I  particularly  hope  that  they  will  support 
the  2-year  provision  agreed  upon  by  the  con¬ 
ferees.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  a  perfectly 
sound  method  of  financing  this  sort  of  a 
loan  fund  over  a  bare  minimum  period  if  the 
fund  is  to  have  the  assurance  of  continuity 
it  ought  to  have. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Harry  Truman. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CARNAHAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  some¬ 
times  people  say  that  these  loan  pro¬ 
grams  are  giveaway  programs.  May  I 
remind  the  House  that  out  of  $15  billion 
of  loans  and  credits  since  World  War  II 
we  have  been  paid  back  already  in  prin¬ 
cipal  and  interest  $6,170,000,000,  “which 
ain’t  hay,”  and  which  shows  that  this 
loan  program  presents  the  possibility  of 
putting  our  foreign  aid  on  a  more  busi¬ 
nesslike  ba.sis. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  all  debate  on  this  amendment 
and  all  amendments  thereto  close  in  8 
minutes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Smith]. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  have  asked  for  this  time  to  ask 
a  question  of  the  chaii-man  of  the  sub¬ 
committee.  Will  the  gentleman  advise 
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the  Committee- whether  or  not  there  ap¬ 
peared  before  his  committee  any  wit¬ 
nesses  who  testified  as  to  a  specific  plan 
of  operating  this  so-called  development 
loan  program? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  might  state  that 
they  did  not.  I  might  further  state  that 
Mr.  Fairless,  when  he  appeared  before 
this  committee,  recommended  strongly 
against  this  type  of  loans,  and  I  think 
he  said  in  the  hearings,  you  might  as 
v/ell  have  a  box  of  rocks  as  the  soft  cur¬ 
rency.  Mr.  Fairless  did  not  appear  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs, 
but  he  did  appear  before  our  commit¬ 
tee  and  he  said  he  recommended  against 
the  soft  currency  loans  and  that  they 
should  be  discontinued  immediately. 
The  membership  understands  that  this 
is  not  a  loan. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  That  an¬ 
swers  my  question.  No  one  appeared 
before  our  committee  to  justify  a  plan, 
and  that  was  the  purpose  of  my  ques¬ 
tion  to  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 
There  is  no  plan,  no  program,  and  yet 
they  are  asking  for  $500  million — for 
what?  For  soft  loans.  Soft  loans  are 
gifts  in  disguise.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  said  a  moment  ago  that  a  fine  rec¬ 
ord  had  been  made  on  this  loan  program. 
But,  I  think  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
would  agree  with  me  that  that  kind  of 
loan  is  a  different  kind  of  loan  than  what 
is  proposed  in  this  program.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman  that  we  have  had  a 
fine  record,  but  this  is  not  a  loan  pro¬ 
gram.  It  is  a  giveaway. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  tMr. 
O’Hara], 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am,  indeed,  grateful  that  in  its 
great  generosity,  the  committee  is  ac¬ 
cording  8  minutes  for  a  discussion  of 
the  part  of  this  bill  of  appropriation 
that  has  to  do,  not  with  the  means  of 
killing  men  in  war  if  necessaiT.  but  in 
helping  them  to  live  in  peace  by  building 
into  healthy  economics  the  lands  in 
which  they  dwell. 

I  do  not  know  how  much  we  are  get¬ 
ting  from  buying  arms,  and  scattering 
them  among  the  nations  of  the  earth.  I 
doubt  that  nations  live  alone  by  arms. 
What  we  do  we  justify  by  our  will  to 
protect  the  security  of  our  Republic  from 
men  of  evil  hearts. 

But,  I  do  know  there  is  hope  in  eco¬ 
nomic  development  of  lands  less  fa¬ 
vored  than  our  own  and  I  believe  that 
the  redevelopment-loan  program  is 
thoroughly  sound.  But  how  can  you 
convince  anyone  in  2  minutes  against  his 
own  inclinations  and  I  am  fearful  preju¬ 
diced  against  what  is  proposed  by  con¬ 
fusion  with  a  program  it  is  intended  to 
replace? 

So  I  turn  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time  in  order  that  other  Members  may 
have  ample  time  to  express  themselves. 
The  committee  has  shown  such  amazing 
liberality  by  voting  a  total  of  8  minutes 
of  debate  that  there  is  at  least  1  second 
of  time  available  for  each  Member  to  get 
his  argument  across,  provided  all  desire 
to  speak. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mi-. 
Gross]. 
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(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  of  course, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Smith]  well  said,  these  soft  loans  are 
giveaways  in  disguise.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Vorys]  spoke  of  the  re¬ 
payment  record  on  the  $16  billion  in 
loans  already  made  by  established  inter¬ 
national  lending  agencies.  As  long  as 
we  shovel  the  dollars  out  all  over  the 
world,  they  will  pay  something  on  the 
loans,  but  cut  off  the  dollars  and  watch 
what  happens.  The  Export-Import 
Bank,  according  to  an  item  in  the  pa¬ 
pers  recently,  reports  that  they  put  out  a 
billion  dollars  in  loans  last  fiscal  year 
alone.  How  much  of  the  American  tax¬ 
payers’  money  do  you  want  to  hand  out 
to  nations  all  over  the  world?  Let  us 
see  what  the  Secretary  of  State  thinks 
about  this  soft  loan  policy.  You  have 
read  it  in  the  papers,  but  let  me  refresh 
your  memories.  In  questioning  Mr. 
Denton  before  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  this  is  the  testimony : 

Mr.  Denton.  What  I  am  thinking  about 
you  are  accomplishing  it  now,  but  what  will 
be  the  effect  when  the  loan  comes  due  and 
you  cannot  pay  the  soft  loan.  Will  we  ac¬ 
complish  our  purpose  then? 

Secretary  Dulles.  I  do  not  know.  That 
will  be  a  problem  for  some  other  Secretary 
of  State,  not  me. 

Now,  if  the  Secretary  of  State  has  no 
more  confidence  in  this  soft-loan  plan 
than  to  give  that  kind  of  an  answer,  I 
want  no  part  of  it.  That  is  like  saying 
it  makes  no  difference  how  much  money 
we  spend  today  as  Members  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  we  will  load  it  onto 
the  backs  of  future  generations  to  pay  for 
our  folly.  We  discharge  our  respon¬ 
sibility  simply  by  voting  for  the  spend¬ 
ing.  That  is  the  attitude  the  Secretary 
of  State,  and  I  am  opposed  to  this 
amendment  to  add  another  $200  million 
to  this  bill  for  the  purpose  of  making 
uncollectible  loans  because  I  have  at 
least  some  responsibility  to  the  people 
I  represent. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Judd]. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  charge 
that  these  loans  are  soft  loans  is  not  new. 
Prom  the  beginning,  some  have  made 
the  same  charge,  namely,  that  nothing 
will  come  back.  Yet  it  is  out  of  some  $15 
billion  worth  of  just  such  loans  that 
more  than  $6  billion  has  been  paid  back. 
If  future  Secretaries  of  State  will  have 
the  problem  of  collecting  these  loans, 
please  remember  that  the  pfesent  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  has  the  problem  of  collect¬ 
ing  on  loans  made  by  previous  Secre¬ 
taries  of  State.  That  is  the  normal  pro¬ 
cedure  in  our  country  and  the  collections 
have  been  good. 

Now,  why  is  this  development  loan 
fund  proposed?  Not  to  increase  the 
number  of  loans,  but  to  improve  the 
methods  of  making  them.  It  is  designed 
to  correct  the  things  which  get  such  crit¬ 
icism  here  in  the  Congress. 

Our  mihtary  aid  is  for  the  purpose  of 
strengthening  the  armed  forces  of 
threatened  countries  so  that  they  can 
hold  back  the  enemy  and  defend  their 
own  independence;  defense  support  is  to 


enable  them  to  maintain  and  keep  in  the 
field  those  forces  which  we  have  spent 
literally  billions  of  dollars  to  arm.  But 
at  best,  all  these  do  is  to  buy  time.  For 
what?  Time  for  the  economies  of  those 
countries  to  be  developed  so  that  they 
can  get  on  their  own  feet  and  each  year 
provide  more  and  more  of  their  own  sup¬ 
port,  the  support  we  now  are  furnishing. 

Those  who  object  that  they  are  on  our 
backs  are  the  very  ones  who  should  vote 
for  this  development  loan  fund.  It  pro¬ 
vides  the  best  hope  of  getting  them  off 
our  backs,  so  that  we  will  not  have  to  ap¬ 
propriate  these  large  sums  every  single 
year  to  keep  them  going. 

Some  complain  because  they  are  not 
able  to  support  themselves ;  yet  when  we 
come  along  with  a  sound  proposal  to 
make  it  possible  for  them  to  support 
themselves,  the  critics  are  equally  against 
that.  If  you  do  not  want  to  increase 
defense  support,  then  you  ought  to  vote 
for  this  amendment  and  increase  the 
capital  of  the  development  loan  fund. 
If  you  do  not  want  an  adequate  loan 
fund,  then  you  ought  to  expect  to  appro¬ 
priate  large  amounts  for  defense  sup¬ 
port  as  far  ahead  as  one  can  see. 

Again,  if  the  ICA  does  not  spend  all  the 
money  it  has  for  loans  by  June  30,  it  is 
accused  of  having  asked  for  more  than  it 
needed;  if  it  does  make,  by  June  30,  all 
the  loans  it  has  money  for,  then  it  is 
condemned  for  having  made  some  that 
are  not  adequately  considered.  That  is 
inherent  and  inescapable  in  the  proce¬ 
dure  we  have  been  following.  Do  you 
not  want  to  correct  that  bad  situation? 

I  was  grateful  to  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Passman],  when  he  assured  us 
last  week  that  he  would  go  along  without 
fiscal  year  limitation  on  this  develop¬ 
ment  loan  fund.  The  fund,  like  a  bank, 
has  to  have  initial  capital  that  it  can 
count  on.  It  cannot  loan  out  all  its  capi¬ 
tal  in  less  than  a  year.  It  has  to  know 
what  it  has — I  hope  $500  million,  but  if 
the  gentleman’s  bill  prevails,  at  least 
$300  million  that  it  does  not  have  to  loan 
by  June  30  of  next  year,  or  have  it  revert 
to  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr,  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  And  the  bill  was  re¬ 
ported  on  that  basis, 

Mr.  JUDD.  That  is  one  step  ahead; 
that  is  real  progress,  and  I  appreciate 
it.  Now  I  hope  the  gentleman  will  take 
the  next  step  and  provide  an  adequate 
amount.  I  have  no  idea  whether  it  will 
be  able  to  work  out  suitable  projects 
on  which  to  loan  $300  million  by  next 
June  30,  or  even  $250  million.  It  needs 
time  and  continuity  so  that  it  can  op¬ 
erate  more  like  our  Army  engineers; 
they  can  take  time  to  study  each  project 
carefully,  analyze  it  without  having  to 
meet  a  deadline.  This  fund  ought  to 
have  enough  capital  for  long  enough 
time  so  that  it  can  make  a  loan  when  the 
managers  are  convinced  it  is  sound  or 
necessary;  and  not  make  the  loan  unless 
they  are  convinced  it  is  sound.  We  want 
them  to  make  loans  on  the  basis  of  in¬ 
dividual  projects — not  country-level 
programs,  as  heretofore.  We  want  to 
get  them  in  a  position  where  we  can 
judge  them  by  past  performance,  not  by 


general  promises  or  plans  for  the  future. 

I  agree  that  probably  between  now  and 
next  June  30,  it  may  not  make  many 
loans,  probably  not  more  than  $300  mil¬ 
lion.  But  they  cannot  make  any  loans 
intelligently  unless  they  have  a  long- 
range  program  with  assurance  of  ade¬ 
quate  funds.  If  we  are  against  waste 
and  want  economic  aid  to  be  on  a  busi¬ 
nesslike  basis,  we  should  vote  for  this 
amendment  to  increase  the  captital  to 
$500  million. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 
All  time  on  this  amendment  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  WiGGLESWORTH]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Judd)  there 
were — ayes  101,  noes  149. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Technical  cooperation,  general  authoriza¬ 
tion:  For  assistance  authorized  by  section 
304,  $113  million;  and  in  addition  not  to 
exceed  $12  million  of  unobligated  balances 
of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  section  304  are  continued  available 
for  the  purposes  of  that  section; 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Yates;  Page  3, 
line  5,  strike  out  the  figure  “$113,000,000’* 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$139,- 
900,000.’’ 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  is  recognized  in  support  of 
his  amendment. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hear 
the  voices  demanding  a  vote  and  I  know 
what  the  fate  of  my  amendment  will  be. 
Yet  I  cannot  permit  this  part  of  the  bill 
to  go  by  without  offering  this  amend¬ 
ment  and  without  commenting  even 
briefly  in  support  of  it. 

Throughout  the  debate  today  we  have 
heard  speaker  after  speaker  express  con¬ 
cern  about  lessening  the  military  power 
of  the  United  States.  The  preceding 
amendments,  with  the  exception  of  the 
one  pertaining  to  the  development  as¬ 
sistance  fund — and  debate  on  that 
amendment  was  limited  unduly — ^have 
sought  to  restore  slashes  in  the  military 
potential  of  ourselves  and  our  allies. 
The  defense  support  amendment,  even 
though  it  offers  some  economic  aid, 
places  emphasis,  too,  upon  supporting 
the  military.  No  mention  at  all  has  been 
made  of  the  fundamental  might  of  the 
United  States,  namely,  our  spiritual 
values,  the  truths  which  we  hold  dear. 

What  is  the  most  effective  way  to 
fight  communism?  Is  it  on  the  lines 
with  belligerent  troops  facing  each 
other?  Is  it  the  might  of  armies  and 
the  most  advanced  weapons?  Certainly, 
this  is  important,  for  military  power  is 
essential  to  restrain  military  aggression. 
The  fact  remains  that  we  want  peace 
and  the  world  wants  peace.  We  must 
never  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  our  goal 
is  peace,  and  we  must  not  permit  the  im¬ 
pression  to  be  conveyed  to  the  peoples  of 
the  world  that  we  are  not  a  peace-loving 
people.  With  peace  as  our  standard,  we 
wage  the  most  effective  type  of  war 
against  communism. 
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And  that  is  the  purpose  of  my  amend¬ 
ment — to  wage  war  against  communism 
in  men’s  homes,  in  their  local  commu¬ 
nities  through  peaceful  efforts  designed 
to  eradicate  poverty  to  the  greatest  ex¬ 
tent  possible,  to  eliminate  the  feeling  of 
discrimination. 

Our  spiritual  values  have  made  our 
Nation  great,  not  only  in  the  eyes  of 
Americans  but  in  the  eyes  of  the  peoples 
of  the  world.  Our  Declaration  of  In¬ 
dependence  is  a  symbol  of  freedom  for 
the  world.  “We  hold  these  tmths  to 
be  self-evident:  that  all  men  are  created 
equal,  that  they  are  endowed  by  their 
Creator  with  certain  unalienable  rights,” 
stir  the  peoples  of  other  nations  as  well 
as  all  Americans.  We  make  a  mistake 
when  we  believe  that  in  the  battle  for 
men’s  hearts  and  men’s  minds,  a  favorite 
phrase  for  all  of  us,  we  permit  the  eter¬ 
nal  truths  of  America  to  be  forgotten. 
This  is  a  battlefield  where  victories  are 
as  important  as  military  victories. 

I  firmly  believe  that  much  of  the  diffi¬ 
culty  we  encounter  in  the  world  today 
arises  through  our  own  overemphasis 
on  military  power.  We  have  searched 
for  bigger  and  better  bombs.  Now  we 
are  looking  for  a  clean  bomb.  So  much 
emphasis  appears  to  be  on  weapons.  We 
have  not  talked  enough  about  helping 
the  underprivileged  peoples  of  the  world 
achieve  the  freedom  which  they  seek 
and  the  elimination  of  the  grinding 
poverty  under  which  they  live. 

My  amendment  protects  the  point  4 
program,  the  technical  assistance  pro¬ 
jects  under  which  we  send  soldiers  of 
peace  among  the  peoples  of  the  world  to 
work  with  them  in  the  fields,  to  adminis¬ 
ter  to  their  ills,  to  improve  their  com¬ 
munities,  and  to  fight  famine.  This 
program  has  proved  to  be  a  major  weap¬ 
on  in  America’s  anti-Communist  arsenal. 
Through  this  program,  we  send  shirt¬ 
sleeved  diplomats  abroad  to  work  with 
the  people  and  to  propagandize  the  good 
will  and  help  of  America  where  it  counts 
most — on  a  person-to-person  basis.  In¬ 
cidentally,  this  is  exactly  where  the 
Communists  are  working — among  the 
downtrodden  people. 

Tliis  program  is  being  expanded  this 
year  to  include  six  new  countries — Ar¬ 
gentina,  Burma,  Ghana,  Tunisia,  Mo¬ 
rocco,  and  Libya.  It  moves  the  point  4 
program  where  it  should  be  among  the 
awakening  peoples  of  Africa,  an  area  in 
which  the  United  States  has  a  critical  in¬ 
terest.  If  the  committee’s  reduction 
stands,  this  program — America’s  message 
of  peace  among  the  peoples  of  the  world, 
will  have  to  be  curtailed.  Let  us  not 
jeopardize  our  best  foreign  aid  operation 
in  the  name  of  economy. 

This  program  is  the  material  embodi¬ 
ment  of  the  truths  which  America  holds 
to  be  self-evident.  I  urge  approval  of 
my  amendment. 

(Mr.  YATES  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

FOREIGK  AID  PROJECTS  AND  PERSONNEL 

Mr.  CARNAHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
arise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Information  supplied  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs  showed  that  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  engaged  in  more  than  2,100 
projects  around  the  world.  These  proj¬ 
ects  utilize  United  States  technicians, 


equipment  and  supplies  and  include  the 
training  of  local  citizens.  More  than 
3,500  Americans  are  employed  directly 
by  ICA  in  its  overseas  posts.  Add  to  this 
about  1,700  who  are  employed  by  United 
States  contractors  paid  from  ICA  fimds. 
With  few  exceptions  these  Americans 
and  their  families  are  living  in  a  local 
environment  quite  different  from  our 
own.  They  are  people  with  professional 
training  who,  in  their  conduct  and  at¬ 
titudes,  project  American  ideas  at  the 
grassroots  level.  I  have  seen  some 
whom  I  think  do  not  measure  up  to  their 
responsibility.  But  I  have  seen  far  more 
who  reflect  the  greatest  credit  on  our 
coimtry  and  the  programs  in  which  we 
are  engaged. 

Similarly,  the  Congress  and  the  coun¬ 
try  have  been  told  about  the  shortcom¬ 
ings  of  some  projects.  But  no  commit¬ 
tee,  and  no  Member,  has  made  a  de¬ 
tailed  study  of  each  of  the  more  than 
2,000  projects.  The  criticism  leveled 
against  a  few  projects,  much  of  it  mag¬ 
nified  disproportionately  by  those  who 
are  against  the  whole  program,  should 
not  obscure  the  solid  accomplishments 
which  many  of  us,  in  our  visits  abroad, 
have  witnessed.  What  is  most  needed  in 
a  proper  evaluation  is  a  sense  of  balanced 
appraisal  that  weighs  the  intangibles  as 
well  as  the  tangibles.  It  is  the  more 
elusive  intangible  elements  that  often 
throw  light  upon  the  results. 

SUPPORT  FOR  THE  PRESIDENT 

The  President  is  to  be  complimeiited 
on  his  unusual  public  appeal  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  vote  substantially  all  the  money 
he  has  requested  as  essential  to  the  secu¬ 
rity,  peace,  and  prosperity  of  the  Nation. 
Unless  this  sum  is  forthcoming,  the 
President,  out  of  necessity,  may  have  to 
call  Congress  back  for  a  special  session 
to  provide  more  money  for  the  economic 
and  militaiT  buildup  of  the  free  world 
against  the  continuing  Communist 
threat. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  President  recog¬ 
nizes  the  importance  of  the  mutual- 
security  program  to  our  peace  and  secu¬ 
rity.  But  I  regret  that  he  has  not  main¬ 
tained  a  vigorous  and  persistent  educa¬ 
tional  effort  with  the  American  people. 
Nonetheless,  we  must  not  weaken  or 
abandon  a  program  which  has  already 
strengthened  the  world  economy,  bright¬ 
ened  the  futm'e  for  free  people  and  en¬ 
hanced  the  security  of  democratic 
nations. 

International  communism  is  con¬ 
stantly  probing  to  discover  and  exploit 
weak  points  within  the  free  world.  We 
must  be  prepared  to  meet  this  challenge 
whenever  the  liberty  of  free  people  is 
jeopardized  by  our  common  enemy. 

We  are  all  aware  of  the  problem  and 
needs  of  the  friendly  nations  in  the  vari¬ 
ous  areas  of  the  free  world.  The  free 
world  looks  upon  our  Nation  for  leader¬ 
ship  and  the  consequences  of  what  we 
do  or  fail  to  do  with  respect  to  the 
mutual-security  program  reach  far  be¬ 
yond  our  own  national  frontiers. 

The  world  today  is  one  in  which  we 
and  our  friends  cannot  relax  our  col¬ 
lective  efforts  for  stability  and  security. 
There  is  no  basis  for  any  hope  that  the 
long-range  objectives  of  international 
communism  for  world  domination  have 
been  abandoned. 
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It  is  my  conviction  that  this  program 
is  a  fundamental  and  essential  aspect  of 
the  conduct  of  our  foreign  policy  today. 
It  was  begun  10  years  ago  by  Americans 
of  all  parties,  all  races  and  all  occupa¬ 
tions.  This  is  not  the  time  to  abandon 
this  program  when  international  com¬ 
munism  threatens  our  national  security. 

I  strongly  urge  the  executive  branch  to 
submit  their  recommendations  for  next 
year’s  mutual  secmlty  program  not  later 
than  February  so  as  to  avoid  further  de¬ 
lays  in  this  very  important  legislation. 

(Mr.  CARNAHAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Yates]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  F^ton)  there 
were — ayes  103,  noes  130. 

So  the;  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

United  Nations  expanded  program  of  tech¬ 
nical  assistane ;  For  contributions  authorized 
by  section  306  (a),  $15,500,000:  Provided, 
That  the  United  States  contribution  to  the 
1958  calendar  year  program  shall  not  exceed 
33.33  percent  of  the  United  Nations  program; 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Budge:  On  page 
3,  line  11,  strike  out  “$15,500,000”  and  insert 
“$9,450,000.” 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  this 
page  of  the  bill  there  are  three  technical- 
assistance  programs  for  which  funds  are 
appropriated.  The  first  is  the  United 
States  program,  the  second  is  the  United 
Nations  program  to  which  this  amend¬ 
ment  refers,  and  the  third  is  the  techni¬ 
cal-cooperation  program  for  the  Amer¬ 
ican  States. 

In  the  United  Nations  program  the  bill 
now  before  us  has  this  proviso : 

Provided,  That  the  United  States  contri¬ 
bution  to  the  1958  calendar  year  program 
shall  not  exceed  33.33  percent  of  the  United 
Nations  program. 

The  other  nations  have  contributed  to 
this  program  the  total  sum  of  $18,900,000 
for  the  calendar  year  1958.  Obviously 
the  United  States  contribution  under  the 
very  language  of  the  bill  is  limited  to 
one-half  of  $18,900,000  which  is  $9,450,- 
000,  the  amount  contained  in  my  amend¬ 
ment.  It  is  a  matter  of  simple  arith¬ 
metic  and  the  extra  $6  million  should 
not  be  appropriated. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment  and 
ask  for  a  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Budge)  there 
were — ayes  63,  noes  145. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected, 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gross:  Page  3, 
line  15,  after  the  word  "program”  strike  out 
the  semicolon,  insert  a  colon,  and  add  the 
following: 
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“Provided  further,  That  a  reasonable 
amount  of  the  funds  provided  herein  may  be 
used  for  the  underdeveloped  areas  of  the 
United  States  of  America  where  women’s 
wearing  apparel  is  made  from  feed  bags,  such 
funds  to  be  made  available  to  and  distributed 
by  the  University  of  Pennsylvania.” 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
constrained  to  make  a  point  of  order 
against  the  amendment  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  legislation  on  an  appropriation 
bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Would  the  gentleman 
reserve  it,  please? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  reserve  the  point 
of  order,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
not  take  but  one  minute.  I  came  across 
an  item  the  other  day  that  reads  as 
follows: 

University  Park,  Pa. — Clothing  specialists 
at  Pennsylvania  State  Universty  say  women 
annually  convert  more  than  100,000  cotton 
bags  into  dresses.  The  100-pound  feed  bag, 
which  contains  1%  yards  of  reusable  fabric, 
is  the  most  widely  used  for  home  sewing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  a  report  reached  this 
country  that  100,000  women  in  some  for¬ 
eign  country  were  wearing  feed-bag 
dresses,  I  have  no  doubt  that  some  bu¬ 
reaucrat  in  Washington  would  immedi¬ 
ately  organize  a  small  army  of  do- 
gooders,  and  arm  them  with  a  few  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  to  see  that  they  were 
equipped  with  the  Is  test  style  cotton 
dresses. 

It  occurred  to  me  that  out  of  the  $15 
million  here  being  appropriated  to  the 
United  Nations  that  perhaps  we  might 
take  care  of  the  100,000  women  in  those 
underdeveloped  areas  of  the  United 
States  who  seem  to  be  wearing  feed-bag 
dresses. 

I  concede  the  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Special  assistance,  general  authorization: 
For  assistance  authorized  by  section  400  (a), 
$175,000,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than 
$5,000,000  shall  be  available  for  Guatemala; 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Miller  of 
Maryland:  Page  3,  line  18,  strike  out  “$175,- 
000,000”  and  insert  “$250,000,000.” 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  realize  that  the  hour  is  late  but 
I  would  appreciate  it  if  the  committee 
would  pay  attention  because  this  is,  I 
believe,  a  serious  item,  and  I  would  not 
have  brought  it  up  this  late  in  the  eve¬ 
ning  if  I  did  not  think  it  was  of  national 
importance. 

The  amendment  I  have  offered  can  be 
briefly  explained  as  follows:  The  special 
assistance  fund  payable  to  the  President 
to  take  care  of  emergencies  and  con¬ 
tingencies  that  may  arise  in  the  future, 
as  well  as  some  already  programed,  the 
request  was  made  for  $300  million.  The 
Congress  in  its  wisdom,  in  the  bill  passed 
yesterday,  authorized  $250  million.  The 
present  bill  carries  only  $175  million  of 
which  over  $100  million  has  already  been 
programed. 

This  is  a  fund  provided  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  It  is  for  emergencies  and  it  has 
special  features.  It  is  to  take  care  of 
things  that  have  to  be  done  on  short 


notice.  Probably  the  most  dramatic 
effect  of  the  similar  fund  that  has  ex¬ 
isted  in  the  past  was  that  it  made  it 
possible  for  us  to  save  the  situation  in 
Iran  and  in  Guatemala,  Just  a  few 
months  ago.  The  President,  in  this  bill, 
would  have  less  than  $75  million  to  meet 
contingencies  or  sudden  emergencies. 
The  money  will  not  be  spent  if  the  emer¬ 
gencies  do  not  arise.  Certainly  we  can 
trust  the  President  to  use  the  funds  only 
when  they  are  needed. 

The  release  that  has  been  circulated 
here  from  the  White  House  today  says 
that: 

A  cut  In  this  special  assistance  fund  will 
seriously  reduce  the  reserve  funds  hitherto 
provided  to  the  President  to  meet  emer¬ 
gencies  which  inevitably  develop  in  the 
world  we  live  in  today. 

In  the  past  we  have  had  $250  million 
in  that  fund.  I  think  it  would  be  most 
shortsighted  and  perhaps  foolhardy  to 
limit  that  important  feature  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Is  it  not  true  that  in  the 
$100  million  that  is  already  programed 
is  aid  for  countries  like  Tunisia,  a  new 
republic  just  getting  started;  Israel 
Afghanistan,  Guatemala,  Bolivia,  and 
various  other  Latin  American  countries, 
and  the  Hungarian  refugees? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  Yes;  and 
the  very  important  malaria  program. 
There  are  many  things  that  might  hap¬ 
pen  in  these  coming  months  where  the 
ability  to  spend  considerable  sums  im¬ 
mediately  might  be  vital  to  the  national 
safety.  So  I  hope  this  amendment  will 
be  approved. 

Mr.  JUDD.  And  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  restores  to  the  President 
only  what  he  has  had  each  year  for  all 
these  years  and  which  has  never  been 
misused. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  Not  only 
that  which  he  has  had  and  which  has 
never  all  been  spent,  sometimes  very  lit¬ 
tle  of  it  spent.  Two  hundred  and  fifty 
million  dollars  was  authorized  only  just 
yesterday  by  the  Congress  and  I  see  no 
excuse  for  reducing  it  at  this  time.  It 
cannot  be  spent  unless  the  President  de¬ 
cides  it  is  in  the  public  interest  and  I  am 
sure  we  can  trust  his  judgment. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  PASSMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
President’s  special  fund  last  year  was 
for  only  $100  million.  It  is  not  clear  why 
they  should  request  such  a  large  amount 
for  the  fiscal  year  1958.  In  the  fiscal 
year  1956  the  President  requested  $200 
million  for  the  Asian  fimd.  We  cut  him 
down  to  $100  million.  He  has  had  it 
for  2  full  years  and  they  have  only  been 
able  to  spend  $6,327,000. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  If  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  does  not  that  show 
that  the  fund  would  not  be  misused? 

Ml*.  PASSMAN.  Does  it  not  also  show 
that  they  do  not  need  that  much  money? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time  and  ask  for  a  vote. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Miller]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  balance  of 
the  bill  may  be  considered  as  read  and 
open  to  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  FCXIARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Fogarty:  On 
page  3,  line  19,  strike  out  “$5,000,000”  and 
insert  “$10,000,000.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chaii-man,  I  want 
to  make  it  clear  right  from  the  start  that 
my  amendment  will  not  increase  the  ap¬ 
propriation  by  even  $1.  It  merely  ear¬ 
marks  $10  million  of  special  assistance 
funds  for  Guatemala,  the  only  country  in 
the  history  of  mankind  that  was  able  to 
throw  off  the  Communist  yoke. 

In  this  connection,  I  can  well  remember 
the  conversation  I  had  with  our  Ambas¬ 
sador  to  Guatemala  at  that  time.  Jack 
Peurifoy,  loved  by  all  of  us  on  Capitol 
Hill.  Well  do  I  remember  his  saying  to 
me :  “John,  we  must  never,  never  permit 
Guatemala  to  fall  in  Communist  hands 
again.  If  we  do,  it  will  be  disastrous.” 

Let  us  think  about  the  critical  chain 
of  events  in  Latin  America  within  the 
past  year  and  a  half.  The  Presidents  of 
Panama  and  Nicaragua,  violently  anti¬ 
communist  and  strongly  pro  the  United 
States,  were  the  first  to  be  assassinated. 
Then  came  the  tragic  assassination  of 
Carlos  Castillo  Armas,  the  Pi-esident  of 
Guatemala,  by  a  fanatic  Communist. 
His  assassination  has  been  deplored  by 
the  entire  free  world.  In  the  United 
States,  particularly,  we  have  felt  that  in 
the  assassination  of  the  President  of 
Guatemala  we  lost  a  great  friend,  a  vigor¬ 
ous  anti-Communist,  and  a  champion  of 
the  free  way  of  life.  It  is  essential  that 
the  United  States  demonstrate  not  by 
words,  not  by  eulogies,  but  by  deeds  that 
we  still  believe  in  Guatemala  although 
her  great  hero  has  fallen.  The  ideals 
and  principles  of  what  he  liked  to  call 
“the  new  life”  must  be  perpetuated. 
Last  year  the  Congress  in  its  wisdom  spe¬ 
cifically  earmarked  $15  million  in  grant- 
aid  funds  to  Guatemala  and  the  same 
amount  was  appropriated  the  year  be¬ 
fore.  The  adoption  of  my  amendment 
will  make  it  clear  to  the  courageous  and 
freedom-loving  people  of  Guatemala, 
that  the  United  States  is  determined  to 
help  them  successfully  complete  the 
Guatemala  experiment  initiated  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Carlos  Castillo  Armas.  The  entire 
world  is  watching  this  experiment,  this 
attempt  to  prove  that  only  through  the 
free  way  of  life,  and  not  through  com¬ 
munism  can  people  achieve  their  happi¬ 
ness. 

While  my  amendment  Is  $5  million 
less  than  the  amount  made  available  last 
year,  I  want  to  make  clear  the  legisla¬ 
tive  intent  in  offering  this  amendment 
that  should  more  aid  be  requested  and 
should  it  be  essential  to  carrying  out  the 
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democratic  programs  of  Castillo  Armas, 
then  an  additional  sum  will  be  made 
available  by  use  of  the  emergency  fund 
of  the  President  or  by  some  means  of 
transferability. 

The  destiny  and  future  of  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  and  the  United  States  are  one  and 
the  same.  This  is  the  fundamental  basis 
of  the  inter -American  system.  In  that 
system  Guatemala  stands  out  as  a  bea¬ 
con  light  of  hope  not  only  for  the  entire 
free  world  but  for  all  those  people  be¬ 
hind  the  Iron  Curtain  who  yearn  for 
freedom.  If  we  can  assist  in  making  the 
Guatemala  experiment  work,  we  will  be 
dealing  the  forces  of  communism  a  se¬ 
vere  blow.  Latin  America  constitutes  a 
great  prize  to  the  Communists  which 
they  would  like  to  win.  Having  won  it 
they  would  dominate  it  ruthlessly  and 
crush  it.  But  they  will  not  succeed  if 
we  demonstrate  to  the  peoples  of  Latin 
America  that  we  are  their  true  friends 
and  if  we  demonstrate  particularly  to 
the  people  and  to  the  democratic  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  Guatemala  that  in  this  hour 
of  their  bereavement  we  stand  with  them 
in  the  battle  against  communism. 

Because  of  the  psychological  impact 
the  unanimous  adoption  of  my  amend¬ 
ment  would  have  in  Guatemala,  I  ui'ge 
my  colleagues  to  give  it  their  full  sup-  ' 
port. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Maryland.  I  am  not 
going  to  oppose  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment.  I  think  it  is  good  and  soimd. 
However,  I  should  like  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  to  the  fact  that 
We  will  immobilize  still  more  of  that 
emergency  fund  which  my  amendment 
sought  to  increase  and  which  the  House 
just  voted  down.  We  are  putting  the 
emergency  fund  in  a  straitjacket.  I 
wish  the  gentleman’s  amendment  had 
provided  for  additional  funds  to  take 
care  of  it. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  can  say  to  my 
friend  from  Maryland  that  I  think  that 
can  be  straightened  out  in  conference. 
The  main  point  here  is  to  increase  this 
appropriation  from  $5  million  to  $10 
million,  because  of  the  outstanding  ex¬ 
ample  they  have  set  for  all  freedom- 
loving  countries  all  over  the  world  in 
the  past  2  years  since  this  money  has 
been  made  available. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr,  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  MORANO.  I  want  to  compliment 
the  gentleman  on  offering  this  amend¬ 
ment.  He  has  made  a  fine  statement.  * 
I  associate  myself  with  his  statement 
and  support  the  amendment.  It  ought 
to  be  accepted  by  the  Committee. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  The  committee  is 
agreeable  and  accepts  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Mkader:  On 
page  5.  after  line  22,  Insert; 


•  “Sec.  102.  No  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  act  shall  be  used  for  pub¬ 
licity  or  propaganda  purposes  not  heretofore 
authorized  by  the  Congress.” 

(Mr.  MEADER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  call 
the  attention  of  the  committee  to  the 
fact  that  five  of  the  appropriation  meas¬ 
ures,  which  we  have  passed  this  year, 
contained  language  similar  to  this 
amendment.  I  do  not  know  why  it  was 
not  included  in  the  bill,  as  reported  from 
the  committee. 

Years  ago,  either  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Smith]  or  I  or  someone 
else  had  to  offer  amendments  on  the 
floor,  but  in  recent  years  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  has  been  in  the 
habit  of  putting  that  language  in  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bills  as  reported  from  the 
committee. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MEADER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  have  polled  the 
committee  by  whisper  and  nod  and  I 
do  not  find  any  objection  to  the  amend¬ 
ment.  The  committee  accepts  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan  [Mr.  MeaderI. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  ask 
a  question  of  someone  on  the  committee. 
On  page  5,  we  find  v administrative  ex¬ 
penses  for  the  Department  of  State 
$4,577,000.  Will  the  gentleman  tell  me 
what  that  appropriation  is  for? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Let  us  discuss  the 
two  of  them  together,  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  the  ICA  as  well  as  this.  Gen¬ 
erally,  it  is  for  the  top  echelon,  and  if 
we  are  going  to  spend  billions  of  dollars, 
do  you  not  think  we  ought  to  give  them 
sufficient  money  in  the  administrative 
end  of  it  to  do  a  good  job  and  employ 
the  proper  type  of  personnel? 

Mr.  GROSS.  It  seems  to  me  the  State 
Department  has  requested  an  appropria¬ 
tion  in  every  supplemental  and  deficiency 
appropriation  bill  that  has  come  befoi'e 
the  House.  I  wonder  if  there  is  any 
liquor  in  this  $4,577,000? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  the  State  Department 
has  requested  no  funds  for  that  item 
in  the  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  As  I  recall,  there  was 
an  appropriation  of  $800,000  for  repre¬ 
sentation  allowances  or  liquor,  in  the 
regular  State  Department  appropriation 
for  the  last  fiscal  year  and  yet  we  find 
officials  of  the  Department  raided  their 
emergency  funds  to  buy  liquor  here  in 
Washington.  I  was  just  wondering  if 
that  was  the  purpose  of  some  of  these 
funds. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  wish  to  assure  the 
gentleman  that  this  item  is  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses. 

The  pro  fonna  amendments  were 
withdrawn. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise 
and  report  the  bill  back  to  the  House 


with  sundry  amendments  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  the  amendments  be 
agreed  to,  and  that  the  bill,  as  amended, 
do  pass. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Mills,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  9302)  making  appropriations  for 
mutual  security  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  had  directed  him  to  report  the 
bill  back  to  the  House  with  sundry 
amendments  with  the  recommendation 
that  the  amendments  be  agreed  to  and 
that  the  bill,  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote 
demanded  on  any  amendment?  If  not, 
the  Chair  will  put  them  in  gross. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendments. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  am  opposed  to  this  bill, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Judd  moves  to  recommit  the  hill  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  with  In¬ 
structions  to  report  it  back  forthwith  with 
the  following  amendments: 

On  page  2,  line  11,  strike  out  “$1,- 
250,000,000”  and  Insert  “$1,600,000,000.” 

On  page  2,  line  17,  strike  out  “$585,000,000” 
and  insert  “$750,000,000.” ' 

On  page  3,  line  2,  strike  out  “$300,000,000” 
and  insert  “$500,000,000.” 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  JUDD.  On  that,  I  demand  the 
yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  129,  nays  254,  not  voting  49, 
as  follows; 


[Roll  No.  197] 
YEAS— 129 


Addonizio 

Broomfield 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Allen,  Calif. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Dague 

Anderson, 

Canfield 

Dellay 

Mont. 

Carnahan 

Dennison 

Arends 

Carrlgg 

Devereux 

Ashley 

Chamberlain 

Diggs 

Auchincloss 

Chlperfield 

Dooley 

Avery 

Chudoff 

Dorn,  N.  T. 

Ayres 

Coffin 

Doyle 

Baldwin 

Cole 

Dwyer 

Barrett 

Corbett 

Parbsteln 

Bass.  N.  H. 

Coudert 

Fascell 

Bates 

Cretella 

Flood 

Boland 

Cunningham, 

Fogarty 

Bolling 

Iowa 

Ford 

Bolton 

Curtin 

Frelinghuysen 

1957 
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Fulton 

Machrowlcz 

Sadlak 

Sullivan 

tniman 

Wier 

Granahan 

MarshaU 

St.  George 

Talle 

utt 

Williams,  Miss. 

Green,  Pa. 

Martin 

Schwengel 

Teague,  Tex. 

Vanik 

Willis 

Griffin 

May 

Scott,  Pa. 

Teller 

Van  Pelt 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Gubser 

Merrow 

Scudder 

Thomas 

Vinson 

Winstead 

Hale 

Metcalf 

Seely-Brown 

Thompson,  La. 

Walter 

Withrow 

Halleck 

Miller,  Calif. 

Sheppard 

Thompson,  Tex.  Watts 

Wright 

Harden 

Miller,  Md. 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Thomson,  Wyo.  Weaver 

Young 

Haskell 

Morano 

Sisk 

Thornberry 

Westland 

Zablocki 

Hays,  Ark. 

Moss 

Springer 

Trimble 

Wharton 

Zelenko 

Heselton 

Mumma 

Staggers 

Tuck 

Whitten 

Hill 

Holmes 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 
O’Hara,  Bl. 

Stauffer 

Taber 

NOT  VOTING— 49 

Hosmer 

O’Neill 

Teague,  Calif. 

Alger 

Hays,  Ohio 

Morgan 

Hyde 

Osmers 

Tewes 

Anfuso 

Henderson 

Morrison 

Jackson 

Ostertag 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Baker 

Hess 

Norbiad 

James 

Patterson 

Tollefson 

Barden 

Hlestand 

O’Hara,  Minn, 

Judd 

Pelly 

Udall 

Baumhart 

HUllngs 

Powell 

Karsten 

Price 

Van  Zandt 

Beamer 

Holtzman 

Preston 

Kean 

Prouty 

Vorys 

■  Bentley 

Kearney 

Rains 

Keating 

Radwan 

Vursell 

Brownson 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Robslon,  Ky. 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Ray 

Widnall 

Buckley 

Kilburn 

Scherer 

King 

Reuss 

Wlgglesworth 

Bush 

Krueger 

Shelley 

LeCompte 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Long 

Siler 

McCarthy 

Rlehlman 

Wolverton 

Dawson,  Bl. 

McCormack 

Taylor 

McConnell 

Rodino 

Yates 

Eberharter 

McCulloch 

Walnwright 

McIntosh 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Younger 

Fenton 

McGregor 

Whitener 

Macdonald 

Rooney 

George 

Mailliard 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Gordon 

Mason 

NAYS — 254 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Abbitt 

Abernethy 

Dowdy 

Durham 

lAser 

McDonough 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re- 

Adair 

Edmondson 

McFall 

jectea. 

Albert 

Elliott 

McGovern 

The  Clerk 

announced 

the  following 

Alexander 

Engle 

Mclntire 

pairs: 

Allen,  El. 

Evins 

McMillan  ‘ 

Andersen, 

Fallon 

McVey 

On  this  vote : 

H.  Carl 
Andresen, 
August  H. 
Andrews 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
Bailey 
Baring 
Bass,  Tenn. 
Becker 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bennett,  Fla. 
Bennett,  Mich 
Berry 
Betts 
Blatnik 
Blltch 
Boggs 
Bonner 
Bosch 
Bow 
Boykin 
Boyle 
Bray 
Breeding 
Brooks,  La. 
Brooks,  Tex. 
Brown,  Ga. 
Brown,  Mo. 
Brown,  Ohio 
Broyhill 
Budge 
Burdick 
Burleson 
Byrd 

Byrne,  Bl. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Cannon 

Cederberg 

Celler 

Chelf 

Chenoweth 

Christopher 


Pelghan 

Fino 

Fisher 

Flynt 

Forand 

Forrester 

Fountain 

Frazier 

Friedel 

Garmatz 

Gary 

Gathings 

Gavin 

Grant 

Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 

Gregoi-y 

Griffiths 

Gross 

Gwlnn 

Hagen 

Haley 

Hardy 

Harris 

Harrison,  Va. 

Harvey 

Healey 

Hebert 

Hemphill 

Herlong 

Hoeven 

Hoffman 

Hollfield 

Holland 

Holt 

Horan 

Huddleston 

Hull 

Ikard 

Jarman 

Jenkins 

Jennings 

Jensen 

Johansen 


Mack,  HI. 

Mack,  Wash. 

Madden 

Magnuson 

Mahon 

Matthews 

Meader 

Michel 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Mills 

Mlnshall 

Montoya 

Moore 

Morris 

Moulder 

Multer 

Murray 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nicholson 

Nimtz 

Norrell 

O’Brien,  Bl. 

O'Konskl 

Passman 

Patman 

Perkins 

Pfost 

Philbin 

Pilcher  . 

Pillion 

Poage 

Pofif 

Polk 

Porter 

Rabaut 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Reed 

Rees,  Kans. 
Rhodes,  Ariz. 
Riley 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Robeson,  Va. 


Mr.  Gordon,  for,  with  Mr.  Anfuso  against. 

Mr.  Morgan  for,  with  Mr.  Buckley  against. 

Mr.  Morrison  for,  with  Mr.  Dawson  of  Illi¬ 
nois  against. 

Mr.  Hiilings  for,  with  Mr.  Beamer  against. 

Mr.  Alger  for,  with  Mr.  Holtzman  against. 

Mr.  Baumhart  for,  with  Mr.  Hays  of  Ohio 
against. 

Mr.  Taylor  for,  with  Mr.  Long  against. 

Mr.  Hess  for,  with  Mr.  Powell  against. 

Mr.  Maillard  for,  with  Mr.  Brownson 
against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Borden  with  Mr.  Kearney. 

Mrs.  Kelly  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Baker. 

Mr.  Preston  with  Mr.  Bush. 

Mr.  Rains  with  Mr.  Miller  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Shelley  with  Mr.  Norbiad. 

Mr.  Whitener  with  Mr.  Bentley. 

Mrs.  GRAJSTAHAN  and  Mr.  BYRNE  of 
Pennsylvania  changed  their  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  CLARK  and  Mr.  CEDERBERG 
changed  their  vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  GARY.  On  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  252,  nays  130,  answered 
“present”  1,  not  voting  49,  as  follows: 


Derounlan. 

Devereux 

Diggs 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Dollinger 

Donohue 

Dooley 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Doyle 

Durham 

Dwyer 

Elliott 

Engle 

Evlns 

Fallon 

Farbstein 

Fascell 

Felghan 

Fino 

Flood 

Fogarty 

Forand 

Ford 

Fountain 

Frazier 

Frellnghuysen 

Friedel 

Fulton 

Garmatz 

Gary 

Gathings 

Granahan 

Green,  Oreg. 

Green,  Pa. 

Gregory 

Griffin 

Griffiths 

Gubser 

Hagen 

Hale 

Halleck 

Harden 

Hardy 

Harris 

Haskell 

Hays,  Ark. 

Healey 

Hubert 

Heselton 

Hill 

Hollfield 

Holland 

Holmes 

Horan 

Hosmer 

Huddleston 

Hyde 

Ikard 

Jackson 

James 

Jenkins 

Johnson 

Jonas 


Abbitt 

Abernethy 

Adair 

Alexander 

Andersen, 

H.  Carl 
Andresen, 
August  H. 
Andrews 
Ashmore 
Bailey 
Baring 
Bass,  Tenn. 
Belcher 
Bennett,  Fla. 


Jones,  Ala. 

Jones,  Mo. 

Karsten 

Kean 

Kearns 

Keating 

Kee 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Keogh 

Kilday 

King 

Kir  wan 

Kluczynskl 

Knutson 

Laird 

Lane 

Lanham 

Lankford 

Latham 

LeCompte 

Leslnski 

Loser 

McCarthy 

McConnell 

McFall 

McGovern 

McIntosh 

Macdonald 

Machrowlcz 

Mack,  Ill. 

Madden 

Magnuson 

Mahon 

Marshall 

Martin 

Matthews 

May 

Meader 

Merrow 

Metcalf 

Miller,  Calif, 

MUler,  Md. 

Montoya 

Morano 

Moss 

Multer 

Mumma 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nimtz 

O’Brien,  Bl. 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

O’Hara,  Bl. 

O’Neill 

Osmers 

Ostertag 

Passman 

Patterson 

Pelly 

Perkins 

Pfost 

Philbin 

Fill  ion 

Post 

NAYS— 130 
Dies 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Dowdy 

Edmondson 

Fisher 

Flynt 

Forrester 

Gavin 

Grant 

Gray 

Gross 

Gwlnn 

Haley 

Harrison,  Va. 
Harvey 


Church 

Clark 

Clevenger 

Johnson 

Jonas 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rogers,  Colo. 
Rogers,  Fla. 
Rogers,  Tex. 

[Roll  No.  198] 

_  YEAS— 252 

Berry 

Betts 

Blltch 

Herlong 

Hoeven 

Hoffman 

Coad 

Jones,  Mo. 

Roosevelt 

Addonlzio 

Bolling 

Chudoff 

Bonner 

Holt 

Collier 

Kearns 

Rutherford 

Albert 

Bolton 

Clark 

Bosch 

Hull 

Colmer 

Kee 

Santangelo  • 

Allen,  Calif. 

Boykin 

Coad 

Bow 

Jarman 

Cooley 

Keeney 

Saund 

Allen.  Bl. 

Boyle 

Coffin 

Bray 

Jennings 

Cooper 

Keogh 

Saylor 

Anderson, 

Breeding 

Cole 

Brooks,  La. 

Jensen 

Cramer 

Kilday 

Schenck 

Mont. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Cooper 

Brown.  Ga. 

Johansen 

Cunningham, 

Kilgore 

Scott,  N.  0. 

Arends 

Broomfield 

Corbett 

Brown,  Mo. 

Judd 

Nebr. 

Kirwan 

Scrivner 

Ashley 

Broyhill 

Coudert 

Brown.  Ohio 

Keeney 

Davis,  Ga. 

Kltchln 

Selden 

Aspinall 

Byrd 

Cramer 

Budge 

Kilgore 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Kluczynskl 

Sheehan 

Auchlncloss 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Cretella 

Burdick 

Kitchin 

Dawson,  Utah 

Knox 

Shuford 

Avery 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Cunningham, 

Burleson 

Knox 

Delaney 

Knutson 

Slemlnski 

Ayres 

Canfield 

Iowa 

Byrne,  Bl. 

Landrum 

Dempsey 

Laird 

Sikes 

Baldwin 

Cannon 

Curtin 

Church 

Lennon 

Denton 

Landrum 

Simpson,  Bl. 

Barrett  ■ 

Carnahan 

Cfirtls,  Mass. 

Clevenger 

Lipscomb 

Derounlan 

Lane 

Smith,  Calif. 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Carrlgg 

Dague 

_  Collier 

McDonough 

Dies 

Lanham 

Smith,  Kans. 

Bates 

Celler 

Davis,  Tenn. 

’  Colmer 

Mclntire 

Dingell 

Lankford 

Smith,  Miss. 

Becker 

Chamberlain 

Dawson,  Utah 

Cooley 

McMillan 

Dixon 

Latham 

Smith,  Va. 

Beckworth 

Chelf 

Delaney 

Cunningham, 

McVey 

Dollinger 

Lennon 

Smith,  Wis. 

Blatnik 

Chenoweth 

Dellay 

Nebr. 

Mack,  Wash. 

Donohue 

Leslnski 

Spence 

Boggs 

Chiperfield 

Dennison 

Davis,  Ga, 

Michel 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Lipscomb 

Steed 

Boland 

Christopher 

Denton 

Dempsey 

Miller,  Nebr. 

13537 

Porter 

Price 

Prouty 

Rabaut 

Radwan 

Reuss 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Rlehlman 

Roberts 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Rooney 

Roosevelt 

Sadlak 

Santangelo 

St.  George 

Saund 

Schenck 

Schwengel 

Scott,  Pa. 

Scudder 

Seely-Brown 

Selden 

Sheppard 

Slemlnski 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Sisk 

Smith,  Miss. 

Spence 

Springer 

Staggers 

Stauffer 

Sullivan 

Taber  , 

Teague.  Calif. 

Teller 

Tewes 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Thornberry 

Tollefson 

Trimble 

Udali 

Dllman 

Vanik 

Van  Zandt 

Vinson 

Vorys 

Viusell 

Walter 

Watts 

Westland 

Widnall 

Wler 

Wlgglesworth 

Wilson.Calif. 

Wolverton 

Wright 

Yates 

Younger 

Zablockl 

Zelenko 


Mills 

Minshall 

Moore 

Morris 

Moulder 

Murray 

Nicholson 

Norrell 

O’Konskl 

Patman 

Pilcher 

Poage 

Polk 

Ray 

Reece,  Tenn. 
Reed 

Rees,  Kans. 

Riley 

Rivers 

Robeson,  Va. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Rutherford 

Saylor 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Scrivner 

Sheehan 

Shuford 

Sikes 

Simpson,  Ill. 
Smith,  Calif. 
Smith,  Kans. 
Smith,  Va. 
Smith,  Wis. 
Steed 
Talle 

Teague,  Tex. 
Thomas 
Thompson,  La. 
Thompson,  Tex. 
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Thomson,  Wyo.  Wharton,  Wilson,  Ind. 

Tuck  Whitten  Winstead 

Utt  Williams,  Miss.  Withrow 

Van  Pelt  Willis  Young 

Weaver 

ANSWERED  "PRESENT” — 1 
Cederberg 
NOT  VOTING — 49 
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August 


Alger 

Hays,  Ohio 

Morgan 

Anfuso 

Henderson 

Morrison 

Baker 

Hess 

Norblad 

Barden 

Hiestand 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Baumhart 

Hillings 

Powell 

Beamer 

Holtzman 

Preston 

Bentley 

Kearney 

Rains 

Brownson 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Buckley 

Kilburn 

Scherer 

Bush 

Krueger 

Shelley 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Long 

Siler 

Dawson,  III. 

McCormack 

Taylor 

Eberharter 

McCulloch 

Wainwright 

Fenton 

McGregor 

Whitener 

George 

Mailliard 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Gordon 

Mason 

Harrison,  Nebr.  Miller,  N.  Y. 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Fenton  for,  with  Mr.  Long  against. 

Mr.  Shelley  for,  with  Mr.  Preston  against. 

Mr.  Baumhart  for,  with  Mr.  Morrison 
against. 

Mr.  Hess  for,  with  Mr.  Alger  against. 

Mr.  Taylor  for,  with  Mr.  Brownson  against. 

Mr.  Hillings  for,  with  Mr.  Beamer  against. 

Mr.  Kilburn  for,  with  Mr.  Bsntley  against. 

Mr.  Robsion  of  Kentucky  for,  with  Mr. 
Krueger  against. 

Mr.  McCormack  for,  with  Mr.  Harrison  of 
Nebraska  against. 

Mr.  Anfuso  for,  with  Mr.  McCulloch 

against. 

Mrs.  Kelly  of  New  York  for,  with  Mr. 
O’Hara  of  Minnesota  against. 

Mr.  Buckiey  for,  with  Mr.  Henderson 

against. 

Mr.  Dawson  of  Illinois  for,  with  Mr.  Siler 
against. 

Mr.  Holtzman  for,  with  Mr.  Scherer 
against. 

Mr.  Hays  of  Ohio  for,  with  Mr.  Mason 
against. 

Mr.  Morgan  for,  with  Mr.  McGregor 

against. 

Mr.  Gordon  for,  with  Mr.  Hlestand  against. 

Mr.  Wainwright  for,  with  Mr.  Cederberg 
against. 

Mr.  Mailliard  for,  with  Mr.  Kearney 
against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Barden  with  Mr.  Bush. 

Mr.  Whitener  with  Mr.  Baker. 

Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  Norblad. 

Mr.  Rains  with  Mr.  Miller  of  New  York. 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  a  live  pair  with  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Wainwright]  who, 
if  he  were  present,  would  have  voted 
“aye.”  I  voted  “nay.”  I  withdraw  my 
vote  and  vote  “present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Clerk  be 
authorized  to  correct  section  numbers. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

■  1..-  ,  ^ — - -  — 


may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
mutual  security  appropriation  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Lou¬ 
isiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Carrell,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
the  Senate  disagrees  to  the  amendments 
of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  1482)  entitled 
“An  act  to  amend  certain  provisions  of 
the  Columbia  Basin  Project  Act,  and  for 
other  purposes,”  requests  a  conference 
with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  Anderson,  Mr.  Jackson,  and  Mr. 
Malone  to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 


PROGRAM  FOR  TOMORROW 
Ir.  MARTIN  asked  and  was  given 
periA^ssion  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minuf^) 

Mr.  A^RTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
this  tim^o  secure  the  program  for  to; 
morrow  fi^jm  the  acting  majority  leadj 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  /re¬ 
sponse  to  th^entleman,  the  confe^nce 
report  on  S.  1T47,  the  poultry  inspection 
bill,  v/ill  be  tak^  up  tomorrow.. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  \And  that  i^he  only 
legislation  except Njy  unanimous  con¬ 
sent? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Tlii^  gentleman  is 
correct. 


GENER4i  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  P^SMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimotis  consent  that  all  Members 


CALL  OP  THE  PRk4tE\CALENDAR 

Mr.  ALBERT,  ^r.  Speyer,  I  ask 
unanimous  consejrt  to  dispens\j?ith  the 
regular  call  of  me  Private  Calmdar  on 
Tuesday  next /and  that  it  may\be  in 
order  for  t^  Private  Calendar  be 
called  on  "mursday  next. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objectft 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  fror 
Oklahoma? 

Thift’e  was  no  objection, 

^STAL  AND  CLASSIFIED  SALARY 
/  INCREASES 

(Mr.  PHILBIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  PHILBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  American  people  can 
understand  the  delay  and  temporizing, 
which  blocks  the  final  enactment  and 
approval  of  raises  that  the  House  has 
voted  to  provide  needed  pay  increases 
for  postal  and  classified  and  other 
workers  of  the  Federal  Government. 

Every  type  of  tactic  and  argument 
has  been  used  to  obsti’uct  and  delay 
these  measures.  First,  they  are  mouse- 
trapped  in  the  preliminary  legislative 
machinery.  Then,  it  is  asserted  that 
they  are  unjustifiable  because  they  will 
•produce  infiation,  and.  finally,  they  are 
shuffled  in  the  melee  of  confusion  and 
voluminous,  routine  procedure  that  al¬ 
ways  attends  the  pre-adjournment  ses¬ 
sions  of  Congress. 


Beyond  this,  there  are  constant 
threats  that  these  vital  measures  will 
vetoed  by  the  Executive,  or  merged  ^h 
other  legislation,  which  will  bring  ^out 
their  defeat  or  let  them  perish  jp.  the 
maelstrom  of  last-minute  legislative 
potpourri. 

I  cannot  understand  the  rfguments, 
let  alone  the  methods,  th^  are  being 
used  to  sidetrack  these  wor^y  measures. 
Practically  every  other  group  of  workers 
in  the  Nation  have  currently  enjoyed 
wage  and  salary  incr^ses,  and  no  one 
has  asserted  that  th^e  increases  should 
not  have  been  grjuited  because  they 
would  be  infiatiomry. 

Huge  appropmtions  have  been  passed 
by  Congress  for  innumerable  purposes, 
which  will  p^r  billions  of  doUars  into 
the  economic  and  lavish  upon  foreign 
nations,  anti  this  is  not  asserted  to  be  in- 
fiationaiVf 

Alon^ above  practically  all  American 
work^,  the  postal  and  classified  groups 
havi^ot  been  privileged  to  enjoy  what 
praient  economic  demands  cleai’ly  re- 
qjnre — fair  and  appropriate  increases  in 
leir  pay.  Measured  by  any  scale  of 
'justice,  if  increases  are  justified  for  all 
other  v/orkers,  it  is  grossly  imfair  to 
penalize  Government  workers  by  holding 
up  necessai-y  legislation  and  fabricating 
specious  arguments  designed  to  deprive 
them  of  well-deserved  pay  increases. 

It  would  be  a  pity  and  a  great  injustice 
if  these  measures  should  be  buried  in  the 
legislative  graveyard,  or  nullified  by  Ex¬ 
ecutive  veto.  It  would  be  deplorable  to 
subject  these  measures  to  political  jock¬ 
eying  and  political  manipulation  to  win 
favor  and  votes,  to  be  used  as  a  football 
in  a  cynical  game  of  political  aggran¬ 
dizement. 

The  fact  is,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  these 
bills,  with  their  proposed  fair  pay  in¬ 
creases,  are  no  more  infiationary  than 
any  other  pay  raises  that  take  place  in 
our  economy.  How  can  any  one  logically 
argue  that  Government  workers  should 
be  denied  pay  increases  while  all  other 
workers  are  receiving  them?  This  con¬ 
tention  implies  gross  discrimination 
^against  faithful,  postal  workers,  faith- 
il  classified  and  other  employees  of  the 
P^eral  Government. 

lave  vigorously  worked  for,  spoken 
for  ^d  supported  these  bills.  They  have 
real  i^rit.  They  seek  in  this  period  of 
rising  pldces  to  give  fair  compensation  to 
our  valuM  Government  workers. 

Mr.  Sp^ker,  I  urge  every  effort  by 
this  and  thither  body  to  act  most  vig¬ 
orously  and'Wiftly  to  insm’e  the  final 
approval  and  p^sage  of  these  measures, 
and  I  also  resp^tfully  urge  our  great, 
beloved  President  to  sign  them.  Con¬ 
gress  must  not  adjokn-n  until  that  is  done, 

THE  DROUGHT  SXffUATION  IN 
NEW  JEROTY 

(Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Ne^Jersey  asked 
and  was  given  permission  t^xtend  his 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the 'Record.) 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Je^y,  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  July  28  the  RepubliCTm  can¬ 
didate  for  Governor  of  New  Jersw  sent 
to  each  Member  of  New  Jersey’s  confc(res- 
sional  delegation  a  copy  of  a  telegr 
addressed  to  our  distinguished  GovernJ 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  16, 1957 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  Mutual  Security  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  fiscal 

5  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  namely: 
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MUTUAL  SECURITY 

FUNDS  APPEOPEIATED  TO  THE  PEESIDENT 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  to  remain  available  until  June  30,  1958  unless 
otherwise  specified  herein,  as  follows : 

Military  assistance:  For  assistance  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  103  (a)  to' cany  out  the  purposes’ of  title  I,  chapter  1 
(including  administrative  expenses  as  authorized  by  section 
103  (b),  which  shall  not  exceed  $23,500,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1958) ,  $1,250,000,000;  and  in  addition  not  to  exceed 
$538,800,000  of  unobligated  and  unreseiwed  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section  103 
(a)  and  section  104  are  continued  available  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  section  103  (a)  ; 

Defense  support:  For  assistance  authorized  by  section 
131  (b),  $585,000,000;  and  in  addition  $36,000,000  of 
unobligated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for 
purposes  of  section  131  are  continued  available  for  the  pur- 

r.  * 

poses  of  that  section :  Provided,  That  not  less  than 

1  ■ 

$40,000,000  thereof  shall  be  available  for  Spain,  exclusive 
of  technical  cooperation; 

Development  assistance:  Not  to  exceed  $52,000,000 
of  unobligated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available 
for  purposes  of  development  assistance  are  hereby  continued 


3 


1  available  for  the  pui-poses  for  which  originally  appropriated; 

2  Development  Loan  Fund:  For  advances  to  the  Develop- 

3  ment  loan  fund  as  authorized  hy  section  203,  $300,000,000, 
4*  to  remain  available  until  expended ; 

5  Technical  cooperation,  general  authorization :  For  assist- 
0  ance  authorized  by  section  304,  $113,000,000;' and  in  addi- 
7  tion  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000  of  unobligated  balances  of 
g  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section  304 
9  are  continued  available  for  the  purposes  of  that  section; 

10 '  United  Nations  expanded  program  of  technical  assist- 

11  ance:  For  contributions  authorized  by  section  306  (a), 

12  $15,500,000:  Provided,  That  the  United  States  contribu- 

13  tion  to  the  1958  calendar  year  program  shall  not  exceed 

14  33.33  per  centum  of  the  United  Nations  program;  ‘ 

15  Technical  cooperation  programs  of  the  Organization  of 

16  •  American  States :  For  contributions  authorized  by  section 

17-  306  (b),  $1,500,000;  ’  ^  ■ 

18  ‘Special  assistance,  general  authorization:  For  assistance 

19  authorized  by  section  400  (a),  $175,000,000:  Provided, 

20  That  not  less  than  $10,000,000  shah  be  available  for 

21  Guatemala;  ‘ 

22  Special  assistance  in  joint  control  areas  in  Europe:  For 

23  assistance  authorized  by  section  403,  $11,500,000;  ^ " 

24  Intergovernmental  Committee  for  European  Migration  : 

25  For  contributions  authorized  by  section  405  ’(a)  ,  $12,500,- 
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000 :  Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall 
be  used  to  assist  directly  in  the  migration  to  any  nation  in  the 
Western  Hemisphere  of  any  person  not  having  a  secmity 
clearance  based  on  reasonable  standards  to  insure  against 
Communist  infiltration  in  the  Western  Hemisphere; 

United  Nations  Eefugee  Fund:  For  contributions 
authorized  by  section  405  (c) ,  $2,233,000; 

Escapee  program:  For  assistance  authorized  by  section 
405  (d),  $5,500,000; 

United  Nations  Children’s  Fund:  For  contributions 
authorized  by  section  406,  $11,000,000; 

United  Nations  Eelief  and  Works  Agency:  Not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $23,800,000  of  unobhgated  balances  of  funds  hereto¬ 
fore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section  407  are  continued 
available  for  purposes  of  that  section ; 

North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization:  For  contributions 
for  the  construction  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organiza¬ 
tion  civilian  headquarters  as  authorized  by  section  408, 
$1,500,000; 

Ocean  freight  charges.  United  States  voluntary  relief 
agencies:  For  pa^unents  authorized  by  section  409  (c), 
$2,200,000; 

Control  Act  expenses:  For  carrying  out  the  purposes  of 
the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951,  as 
authorized  by  section  410,  $1,000,000; 
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General  administrative  expenses:  For  expenses  author¬ 
ized  by  section  411  (b) ,  $32,750,000; 

Atoms  for  Peace:  Not  to  exceed  $4,450,000  of  unobli¬ 
gated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes 
of  section  12  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1956  are  hereby 
continued  available  for  the  purposes  of  section  419; 

Funds  appropriated  under  each  paragraph  of  this  Act 
(other  than  appropriations  under  the  head  of  military  assist¬ 
ance  ) ,  including  specified  amounts  of  unobligated  balances, 
and  amounts  certified  pursuant  to  section  1311  of  the  Sup¬ 
plemental  Appropriation  Act,  1955,  as  having  been  obli¬ 
gated  against  appropriations  heretofore  made  for  the  same 
general  purpose  as  such  paragraph,  which  amounts  are 
hereb}^  continued  available  (except  as  may  otherwise  be 
specified  in  this  Act)  for  the  same  period  as  the  respective 
appropriations  in  this  Act  for  the  same  general  purpose, 
may  be  consolidated  in  one  account  for  each  paragraph. 

DEPAETMENT  OF  STATE 

Administrative  expenses:  For  expenses  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  as  authorized  by  section  411  (c)  of  the  Mutual 
Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  $4,577,000. 

GENEEAL  PEOVISIONS 

Sec.  102.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  not 
heretofore  authorized  by  the  Congress. 
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Sec.  103.  Payments  made  from  funds  appropriated 
Herein  for  engineering  fees  and  services  to  any  individual 
engineering  firm  on  any  one  project  in  excess  of  $25,000 
shall  be  reported  to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  at  least  twice  annually. 

Sec.  104.  Pursuant  to  section  1415  of  the  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act,  1953,  and  in  addition  to  other  amounts 
made  available  pursuant  to  said  section,  not  to  exceed  the 
equivalent  of  $300,000  of  foreign  currencies  or  credits  owed 
to  or  owned  by  the  United  States  shall  remain  available 
until  expended,  without  reimbursement  to  the  Treasury, 
for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred  against  such  currencies 
or  credits  prior  to  July  1,  1953,  pursuant  to  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1951,  as  amended, 
and  Acts  for  which  funds  were  authorized  by  that  Act  and, 
hereafter,  foreign  currencies  generated  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  shall  be  utihzed  only  for  the  purposes  for  which 
the  funds  providing  the  commodities  which  generated  the 
cmTency  were  appropriated. 

Sec.  105.  None  of  the  funds  provided  by  this  Act  nor 
any  of  the  counterpart  funds  generated  as  a  result  of  assist¬ 
ance  under  this  or  any  other  Act  shall  be  used  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  on  account  of  the  principal  or  interest  on  any  debt 
of  any  foreign  government  or  on  any  loan  made  to  such 
government  by  any  other  foreign  government;  nor  shall 
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1  any  of  these  funds  be  expended  for  any  purpose  for  which 

2  funds  have  been  withdrawn  by  any  recipient  country  to 

3  make  payment  on  such  debts :  Provided,  That  to  the 

4  extent  that  funds  have  been  borrowed  by  any  foreign 

5  government  in  order  to  make  a  deposit  of  counterpart  and 

6  such  deposit  is  in  excess  of  the  amount  that  would  be  re- 

7  quired  to  be  deposited  pursuant  to  the  formula  prescribed 

8  by  section  142  (b)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954, 

9  as  amended,  such  counterpart  may  be  used  in  such  country 

10  for  any  agreed  purpose  consistent  with  the  provisions  of 

11  such  Act. 

12  Sec.  106.  Except  for  the  appropriations  entitled  “Spe- 

13  cial  assistance,  general  authorization”  and  “Development 
loan  fund”,  not  more  than  20  per  centum  of  any  appro- 

15  priation  item  made  available  by  this  Act  shall  be  obligated 

16  and/or  reserved  during  the  last  two  months  of  the  fiscal 
1'7  year. 

16  Seo.  107.  None  of  the  funds  made  available  by  this 

19  Act  shall  be  used  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  first 

20  sentence  of  section  400  (c)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of 

21  1954,  as  amended. 

22  Sec.  108.  The  appropriations  and  authority  with  respect 

23  thereto  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  from  July  1,  1957,  for 

24  the  purposes  provided  in  such  appropriations  and  authority. 

25  All  obligations  incurred  during  the  period  between  June  30, 
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1957,  and  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  in  anticipation 
of  such  appropriations  and  authority  are  hereby  ratified  and 
confimed  if  in  accordance  with  the  terms  hereof. 

Sec.  109.  The  Congress  hereby  reiterates  its  opposition 
to  the  seating  in  the  United  Nations  of  the  Communist 
China  regime  as  the  representative  of  China,  and  it  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  the  continuing  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Communist  regime  in  China  has  not  demonstrated  its  will¬ 
ingness  to  fulfill  the  obligations  contained  in  the  Charter  of 
the  United  Nations  and  should  not  be  recognized  to  represent 
China  in  the  United  Nations.  In  the  event  of  the  seating  of 
representatives  of  the  Chinese  Communist  regime  in  the 
Security  Council  or  General  Assembly  of  the  United  Nations, 
the  President  is  requested  to  inform  the  Congress  insofar  as  is 
compatible  with  the  requirements  of  national  security,  of  the 
implications  of  this  action  upon  the  foreign  policy  of  the 
United  States  and  our  foreign  relationships,  including  that 
created  by  membership  in  the  United  Nations,  together  with 
any  recommendations  which  he  may  have  with  respect  to 
the  matter. 

Sec.  110.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Mutual 
Security  Appropriation  Act,  1958”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  August  15,  1957. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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20.  FOREIGN  AID.  Agreed  to  consider  H.R.  9302,  the  inutual  security  appropriation 
bill,  as  soon  as  reports  were  available  (p.  14489).  The  bill  was  reported 
with  amendments  by  the  Appropriations  Committee  later  in  the  day  (S.  Rept. 
1117) (p.  14479).  Sen.  Smith,  N.J. ,  inserted  a  statement  criticizing  the 
assumption  that  $12.1  billion  was  "available"  at  this  time  in  foreign  aid 
funds  (pp.  14481-2).  Sen,  Johnson  inserted  an  article  on  the  value  of  aid 
funds  in  Guatemala  (pp.  14499-500) ,  Sen.  Javits  pointed  to  the  Syrian  problem 
as  "a  potent  argument"  for  passage  of  the  full  authorized  amount  for  foreign 
aid  (p.  14502). 


^1.  WATER  RESOURCES.  The  Rules  and  Administration  Committee  reported  without 

amendment  H. Con. Res.  176,  to  authorize  printing  of  certain  material  relating 
the  the  Central  Valley  Project  in  Calif,  as  a  House  document,  p.  14479 

Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  the  statement  of  himself  and  Sen.  Murray  to  th« 
S^^te  Appropriations  Committee  on  development  of  the  Columbia  River  as  a 
navrcable  waterway,  pp.  14489-92 

^n,  Jackson  pointed  to  the  cut-off  of  interruptible  electric  power  from 
the  Bonheville  Power  Administration,  and  inserted  several  editorial syfarging 
comprehensive  river  development  of  the  Pacific  Northwest,  pp.  145^-6 


k. 


25. 


MONOPOLIES. 

H.  Con.  Res. 


e  Rules  and  Administration  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
lo8.,  to  authorize  printing  as  a  House  document  "Congress  and 

p.  14479 


the  Monopoly  Problem;  56  Years  of  Antitrust  Development,  1900-56." 


23.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen\Curtis  discussed  the  Consumer's  Public  Power  nuclear 
energy  project  in  Nebr\^  included  in  the  recent  atomics^ energy  authorization 
bill.  pp.  14486-8 

Sen.  Dworshak  inserte^an  editorial  criticiz^g  the  attitude  of  Sen. 
Neuberger  on  Hells  Canyon  and^  stating  that  his  o^osition  to  Bruces  Eddy  dam 
in  Ida.  was  not  reasonable  andX^es  harming  Ida^,  p.  14492 

/ 

2311 y/to  provide  for  the  production  of 
n  loyalty  cases,  etc.,  pp.  14527-54 


24.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  with  amendments 
statements  and  reports  of  witnesses 


REORGANIZATION.  Sen.  Knowland  insert^  a\letter  from  the  President  opposing 
the  House  amendment  to  S.  1791,  tcy^xtend^the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  to 
1959.  The  House  amendment  would , -authorize  X,^simple  majority  of  those  present 
in  either  House  to  disapprove  (W^y  reorganization  plan.  p.  14560 


26.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  H.R.  7^96,  to  exempt  istle  otsTampico  fiber  from  the 
1930  Tariff  Act,  was  mad^/the  Senate's  unfinished  ^siness  (p.  14564). 

Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  "we  shall  make  a  determined  effort  to  conclude 
our  work  this  week,"  and  stated  he  expected  to  call  up  several  important  bills 
this  week,  including^the  mutual  security  appropriation  amj^  the  classified 
pay  bill  (p.  14501^ 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


27.  GRAINS.  SedC  Thye  inserted  an  editorial,  "Bushel  Versus  Hundredwei 
discussing  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  if  the  trading  unit  of 
should/oe  changed  from  bushel  to  hundredweight,  p.  A7018 

28.  GOVERNMENT  SERVICE.  Sen.  Smith  inserted  Edward  K.  Mills',  Deputy  Administrator 
GSA,  recent  address,  "The  Opportunity  to  Participate  in  Government."  pp.\ 

'A7027-9  ^ 


35. 


Sen.  Johnston  inserted  an  article,  *' Personnel  Management  as  a  Service  to 
gency  Operations,"  which  emphasizes  the  importance  of  the  exercise  of  /i 

discretion,  the  role  of  legislative  and  top  executive  officials,  the  human 
retecions  approach,  and  the  neeid  for  service  concept,  p.  A7043 


29. 


HEALTH.X  Rep.  Wolverton  inserted  several  addresses  which  were  made  befor^the 
10th  VJo\ld  Health  Assembly  which  convened  at  Geneva,  Switzerland  during  the 
month  ofNiay.  pp.  A7030-7 


30,  FARM  PR0GRAM\  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Vursell  reporting  to  th^  farmers 

on  important  legislation  considered  in  this  session  which  af fect§/agriculture, 
pp.  A7037-9 


31. 


NATURAL  RE SOURCES.!  Rep.  Thomson  inserted  an  editorial  call 
opportunities  in  Wyo.  and  the  contribution  the  State  can  ma 
of  the  Nation  as  a  ^pplier  of  much  needed  resources  and 
A7037 


attention  to  the 
to  the  economy 
w  materials,  p. 


32,  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Extension'^f  remarks  of  Rep.  Brooks 
by  the  devastating  floods \n  the  Red  River  Valley. 


de 


ircribing  the  damage  done 
A7046-7 


33,  FEDERAL  AID.  Extension  of  renterks  of  Rep.  Miller, /Nebr. ,  stating  that  "I  want 
to  sound  this  warning:  Feder^  grants -in- aid  m^  be  threatening  the  strength 
of  the  States,"  and  inserting  aH.ist  of  the  gr^ts  made  to  Nebr, ,  including 
funds  from  this  Department,  pp.  'A,7058-60 


34.  FOREST  FIRES.  Extension  of  remarks  6^  Rep./1*Ietcalf  describing  the  damage  done 
by  forest  fires,  inserting  two  clippings vfrom  an  Alaskan  newspaper  telling  of 
immensely  destructive  fires  in  Alaska, ^nd  stating 'these  fires  bring  forest 
management  to  a  standstill."  pp.  A70 60- 


RIVER  BASIN.  Extension  of  remarks  o£  Rep.  U 
Big  Is  The  Columbia  River?"  and  stating  the 
why  we  who  represent  the  Pacific^Northwest 
ties  for  future  development  ofythe  Columbia 
A7065-6 


Lman  inserting  an  editorial,  "How 
litorial  gives  some  indication  of 
venthusiastic  over  the  potentiali- 
and  its  tributaries,  pp. 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


36.  LANDS.  H.R.  9445,  by  Del/.  Burns,  Hawaii,  to  amend  the  i  Organic  Act,  and 

to  approve  amendments  of  the  Hawaiian  land  laws,  with  re  to  leases  and 

other  dispositions  o^land;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affa  unmittee. 

H.R.  9447,  by  Rep.  Haley,  to  amend  the  law  relating  ning  leases  on 

Indian  lands  and  ^deral  lands  within  Indian  reservation  Interior  and 

Insular  Affairs  Committee. 


PRINTED  HEARINGS  RECEIVED  IN  THIS  OFFICE 


37.  WATER  RESOU^ES.  S.  Res.  148,  to  provide  improved  procedures  for  autJ^  rization 
of  land  arfd  water  resource  projects,  ;  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Af£  Irs  and 
Senate  Public  Works  Committees  Joint  Hearing. 


38. 


RECRE^ION.  H.R.  3592,  3594,  3595,  3596,  4819,  4822,  5238,  6884,  7230,  to 
establish  a  National  Outdoor  Recreation  Resources  Review  Commission.  House’' 
I^l^erior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee. 
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85th  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

j  Report 

1st  Session  ) 

t  No.  1117 

MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 

August  26,  1957. — Ordered  to  be  printed 

Mr.  Hayden,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  E..  9302] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  biU 
(H.  R.  9302)  making  appropriations  for  Mutual  Security  for  the  fiscal 
year  endmg  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  report  the  same  to 
the  Senate  with  various  amendments  and  present  herewith  informa¬ 


tion  relative  to  the  changes  made. 

Amount  of  bill  as  passed  House _ $2,  524,  760,  000 

Amount  of  mcrease  by  Senate _  500,  900,  000 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate _  3,  025,  660,  000 

Amount  of  estimates,  1958 _ _  3,  386,  860,  000 

Amount  of  appropriations,  1957 _ . _  3,  766,  570,  000 

The  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate: 

Under  the  estimates  for  1958 _ ^ _  361,  200,  000 

Under  the  appropriations  for  1957 _  740,  910,  000 


i 

i 

i 

I 


i 

I 
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Comparison  of  appropriations 
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Summary  of  Bill 

The  total  of  the  budget  estimates  submitted  in  House  Document 
No.  225  dated  August  14,  1957,  is  $4,001,460,000.  Of  this  amount, 
new  appropriations  totaling  $3,386,860,000  are  proposed.  The  reap¬ 
propriation  of  $614,600,000  of  unobligated  balances  of  prior  year 
funds  is  also  requested.  In  addition,  the  sum  of  $93,673,000  remaining 
unobligated  in  the  President’s  fund  for  Asian  economic  development 
continues  available  through  June  30,  1958.  The  total  obligational 
authority  contemplated  by  the  Budget  for  the  fiscal  year,  therefore, 
is  $4,095,133,000. 

The  House  bill  for  1958  includes  new  appropriations  of  $2,524,760,- 
000,  together  with  the  reappropriation  of  unobligated  prior  year 
balances  in  the  amount  of  $667,050,000.  These  amounts,  together 
with  the  carryover  balance  available  from  the  President’s  Asian  fund, 
will  provide  new  obligational  authority  of  $3,285,483,000  for  fiscal 
year  1958  under  the  House  bill. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,025,660,000  in 
new  funds,  and  the  reappropriation  of  $667,050,000  of  prior  year 
funds,  which  will  provide  new  obligational  authority  of  $3,692,710,000. 
The  committee  recommendation  provides  an  increase  of  $500,900,000 
in  new  funds,  which  when  added  to  the  House  bill  will  provide  a 
total  of  $3,786,383,000  including  the  balance  available  from  the 
President’s  Asian  fund. 

Military  Assistance 

Programs  included  under  this  general  head  are  designed  to  provide 
the  military  equipment,  training,  and  dfiect  forces  support  for  40 
nations  to  develop  or  maintain  specific  militaiy  and  related  units  at 
a  given  level  of  effectiveness. 

The  authorization  request  for  military  assistance  was  $1,900,000,000 
plus  the  reappropriation  of  the  unobligated  balance  which  was  orig¬ 
inally  estimated  at  $500,000,000.  The  following  table  shows  the 
proposed  distribution  by  area  of  the  authorization  request  of 
$2,400,000,000. 


Europe _  $338,  509,  000 

Near  East,  South  Asia,  and  Africa _  390,  407,  000 

Asia  and  Pacific _  689,  829,  000 

Latin  America _  25,  956,  000 

Nonregional _  955,  299,  000 


The  authorizing  legislation  provides  that  not  to  exceed 
$1,600,000,000  may  be  appropriated  for  this  item.  Section  548  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  also  provides  that  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
heretofore  made  available  under  authority  of  that  act  are  authorized 
to  be  continued  available  for  the  general  purposes  for  which  appropri¬ 
ated. 

The  House  bill  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,250,000,000  for 
this  item  plus  the  reappropriation  of  $538,800,000  for  a  total  of 
$1,788,800,000. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,475,000,000, 
an  increase  of  $225,000,000  over  the  amount  allowed  by  the  House. 
This  amount  together  with  the  funds  reappropriated  will  provide  a 
total  of  $2,013,800,000  for  military  assistance. 

Language  has  been  included  in  the  bill  to  continue  the  availability 
of  funds  for  military  assistance  until  expended. 
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Defense  Support 

In  past  years  the  term  “Defense  support”  included,  for  nations 
receiving  substantial  military  assistance,  some  economic  assistance 
provided  for  purposes  other  than  defense  such  as  economic  develop¬ 
ment.  For  fiscal  year  1958  there  is  included  under  this  heading  only 
that  aid  necessary  to  enable  a  country  to  raise  and  support  military 
forces  for  the  common  defense  and  to  assure  the  maintenance  of  United 
States  military  bases  abroad. 

The  authorization  request  for  this  item  was  $900,000,000,  as  follows: 


Europe _  $30,  000,  000 

Near  East,  South  Asia  and  Africa _  202,  000,  000 

Far  East  and  Pacific _  668,  000,  000 


The  amount  for  individual  countries  is  classified.  The  countries 
included  are:  Spain,  Greece,  Iran,  Turkey,  Pakistan,  Ethiopia,  Libya, 
Morocco,  Cambodia,  Korea,  Laos,  Philippines,  Taiwan,  Thailand,  and 
Vietnam. 

There  was  included  in  the  House  bill  an  appropriation  of  $585,000,000 
plus  the  reappropriation  of  $36,000,000  of  prior  year  balances,  making  ( 
a  total  of  $621,000,000  available  for  this  item. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $689,000,000,  an 
increase  of  $104,000,000  over  the  amount  allowed  by  the  House. 
This  amount  together  with  the  funds  reappropriated  will  provide  a 
total  of  $725,000,000  for  defense  support. 

Language  has  been  mcluded  in  the  bill  to  continue  the  availability 
of  fimds  for  defense  support  until  expended.  The  committee  also  re¬ 
duced  the  amount  earmarked  for  Spain  from  $40,000,000  to  $35,000,000. 

Development  Loan  Fund 

The  purpose  of  the  development  loan  fund  as  stated  in  section 
201  of  the  act  is  “to  strengthen  friendly  foreign  countries  by  en¬ 
couraging  the  development  of  their  economies  through  a  competitive 
free  enterprise  system;  to  minimize  or  eliminate  barriers  to  the  flow 
of  private  investment  capital  and  international  trade;  to  facilitate 
the  creation  of  a  climate  favorable  to  the  investment  of  private  capital; 
and  to  assist,  on  a  basis  of  self-help  and  mutual  cooperation,  the 
efforts  of  free  peoples  to  develop  their  economic  resources  and  to 
increase  their  productive  capabilities.”  | 

The  authorizing  legislation  provided  that  not  to  exceed  $500,000,000 
may  be  appropriated  without  fiscal  year  limitation  for  this  fund. 
In  addition,  there  was  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President 
without  fiscal  year  limitation,  for  advances  to  the  fund  beginning 
in  the  fiscal  year  1959,  not  to  exceed  $625,000,000. 

The  House  bill  included  the  sum  of  $300,000,000  for  this  fund, 
which  is  a  reduction  of  $200,000,000  in  the  amount  of  the  budget 
estimate  and  in  the  amount  authorized. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $400,000,000, 
an  increase  of  $100,000,000  over  the  amount  allowed  by  the  House. 

The  committee  is  convinced  that  in  the  making  of  loans  to  foreign 
countries  from  the  funds  herein  appropriated,  the  best  interest  of  the 
United  States  wll  be  sei'ved  if  the  loan  agreements  are  so  drawn  that 
they  will  provide  for  both  the  interest  and  amortization  payments  to 
begin  at  the  end  of  the  first  year  following  the  making  of  the  loan. 
The  committee,  therefore,  has  given  its  approval  of  the  funds  here¬ 
with  appropriated  with  the  understanding  that  the  Department  of 
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State  and  the  Director  of  the  International  Cooperation  Administra¬ 
tion  will  follow  this  practice  in  granting  loans  to  foreign  countries. 

If  exceptional  cases  should  develop  where  it  is  clearly  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  United  States  to  limit  first  year  payments  to  interest 
only  and  to  defer  starting  amortization  payments  for  2  or  3  years, 
such  exceptional  cases  should  be  reported  separately — and  at  the  time 
such  loans  are  consummated — to  the  2  Appropriations  Committees 
of  Congress  together  with  the  reasons  why  exception  was  made  to 
the  policy  outlined  in  the  foregoing  paragraph  of  this  report. 

Deviclopment  Assistance 

No  new  appropriations  are  proposed  for  this  item  for  fiscal  year  1958. 
It  is  expected  that  the  new  development  loan  fund  together  with 
the  special  assistance  authoiization  carried  elsewhere  in  the  bill  will 
take  the  place  of  this  activity. 

However,  it  was  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  that  not  to  exceed 
$52,000,000  of  the  unobligated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made 
available  for  development  assistance  be  continued  available  in  fiscal 
year  1958  for  the  purposes  originally  intended.  This  amount  is  to 
cover  agreements  negotiated  during  the  past  year  with  Saudi  Arabia, 
Burma,  and  Indonesia,  for  which  obligations  could  not  be  recorded 
because  they  were  not  signed  prior  to  June  30,  1957.  The  committee 
concurs  in  the  action  of  the  House  in  including  language  in  the  bill  to 
continue  this  amount  available  during  fiscal  year  1958  to  honor  these 
agreements. 

Technical  Cooperation 

Technical  cooperation — ^known  also  as  point  4 — involves  the  sharmg 
of  skills,  knowledge,  and  techniques  with  people  of  the  underdeveloped 
areas  of  the  world.  Such  programs  are  carried  out  at  the  request 
of  foreign  governments  to  supplement  their  own  efforts  to  increase 
their  levels  of  technical  competence,  to  further  their  economic  de¬ 
velopment,  and  to  improve  the  standard  of  living  of  their  people. 
Technical  cooperation  is  extended  by  senduig  technicians  to  partici¬ 
pating  countries  to  advise  and  teach,  and  by  bringing  selected  foreign 
technicians  to  the  United  States  or  other  countries  for  advanced 
trammg. 

Funds  have  been  requested  for  proposed  programs  for  57  nations 
and  dependent  territories  on  a  direct  government-to-government 
basis,  which  is  the  general  authorization  item.  In  addition.  United 
States  contributions  to  technical  assista.nce  programs  through  the 
United  Nations  are  requested  in  the  item,  “United  Nations  Technical 
Assistance.”  There  is  also  an  item  for  the  Organization  of  American 
States. 


Technical  Cooperation,  General  Authorization 

The  budget  request  for  this  purpose  is  $151,900,000.  This  is 
broken  down  by  areas  as  follows: 


Area  Budget  estimate 

Europe _ $3,  500,  000 

Near  East _  23,  960,  000 

South  Asia _  24,  040,  000 

Africa _  11,  700,  000 

Far  East  and  Pacific _  39,  000,  000 

Latin  America _  35,  000,  000 

Interregional  expenses _  14,  700,  000 
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The  House  bill  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $113,000,000,  plus 
the  reappropriation  of  $12,000,000  of  the  unobligated  balance  of  prior 
year  funds,  making  a  total  of  $125,000,000  available,  which  is  a  net 
reduction  of  $26,900,000  in  the  amount  requested. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $114,900,000,  an 
increase  of  $1,900,000  over  the  amount  allowed  by  the  House.  This 
amount  together  with  the  funds  reappropriated  wdl  provide  a  total  of 
$126,900,000  for  this  purpose. 

Language  has  been  included  in  the  bill  to  continue  the  availability 
of  funds  for  technical  cooperation,  general  authorization,  until 
expended. 

UNITED  NATIONS  TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE 

The  House  included  $15,500,000  in  the  bill  for  this  item,  which  is 
the  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and  the  authorization. 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  amount  allowed  by  the  House.  In 
line  with  the  action  taken  by  the  Congress  in  the  authorization  act, 
providing  for  a  graduated  reduction  of  the  United  States  contribution 
to  the  United  Nations  Technical  Assistance  program,  the  committee  J 
struck  out  the  proviso  added  by  the  House,  which  would  limit  the" 
United  States  contribution  in  calendar  year  1958  to  33.33  percent  of 
the  United  Nations  program. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  AMERICAN  STATES 

The  fuU  budget  estimate  of  $1,500,000  is  recommended  for  1958. 
This  is  the  same  amount  that  was  approved  by  the  House  and  the 
amount  provided  for  1957. 

MALARIA  ERADICATION 

The  authorizing  legislation  provided  that  not  to  exceed  $23,300,000 
of  the  funds  authorized  could  be  used  during  tlie  fiscal  j'ear  1958  for 
malaria  eradication.  The  President’s  program  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  provided  $19,400,000  under  the  head,  “Special  assistance,  general” 
for  malaria  eradication  and  $3,900,000  under  the  head  of  “Technical 
cooperation”  for  the  total  of  $23,300,000. 

The  committee  recommends  that  within  the  sums  allowed  a  total 
of  $23,300,000  be  used  for  malaria  eradication.  ^ 

Other  Programs 

Special  assistance,  general  authorization. — The  Mutual  Security  Act 
of  1957  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  not  to  exceed  $250,000,000 
to  the  President  for  the  fiscal  year  1958  for  use  on  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  he  may  specify  for  assistance  designed  to  maintain  or 
promote  political  or  economic  stability  or  for  assistance  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  that  act  applicable  to  the  furnishing  of  assist¬ 
ance  under  title  I  (military  assistance  and  defense  support),  section 
304  (technical  cooperation) ,  section  405  (assistance  for  migrants,  refu¬ 
gees,  and  escapees),  or  section  407  (Palestine  refugees).  The  author¬ 
izing  act  also  provides  that  $50,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  for 
this  item  may  be  used  for  emei’gencies  and  contingencies  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  401  (a)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  as 
amended. 
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Tlio,  committee  was  informed  that  $100,100,000  has  been  pro- 
granied,  and  such  programing  is  as  follows:  $19,400,000  for  malaria 
eradication;  $10,000,000  for  Hungarian  refugees;  $3,400,000  for  West¬ 
ern  European  technical  exchange;  and  $67,300,000  for  certain  specific 
countries,  the  breakdown  of  which  is  classified. 

The  House  included  in  the  bill  the  amount  of  $175,000,000  for  this 
item,  a  reduction  of  $75,000,000  in  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $225,000,000,  an 
increase  of  $50,000,000  over  the  amount  allowed  by  the  House. 

The  committee  also  reduced  the  amount  earmarked  for  Guatemala 
from  $10,000,000  to  $7,500,000. 

Special  assistance,  Latin  America 

The  authorizing  legislation  provided  for  a  total  of  $25,000,000  for 
the  purpose  of  promoting  economic  development  in  Latin  America. 
In  the  utilizing  of  such  sum  the  act  provided  that  preference  shall  be 
given  to  (a)  projects  or  programs  that  will  clearly  contribute  to  pro¬ 
moting  health,  education,  and  sanitation  in  the  areas  as  a  whole  or 
among  a  group  or  groups  of  countries  of  the  area,  (6)  joint  health, 
education  and  sanitation  assistance  programs  undertaken  by  members 
of  the  Organization  of  American  States  and  (c)  such  land  resettlement 
programs  as  will  contribute  to  the  resettlement  of  foreign  and  native 
migrants  in  the  areas  as  a  whole  or  in  any  country  of  the  area.  The 
act  provided  that  not  less  than  90  percent  of  the  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  for  assistance  under  this  program  be  on  terms  of  repayment. 

The  budget  estimate  submitted  under  the  authorizing  legislation 
provided  $25,000,000  for  this  purpose  which  was  denied  entirely  by 
the  House. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $20,000,000  for 
special  assistance,  Latin  America. 

Special  assistance,  joint  control  areas. — This  program  provides  for 
financial  assistance  to  West  Berlin  and  technical  exchange  projects  in 
Berlin  and  Austria.  The  committee  recommends  the  full  authorized 
amount  and  budget  estimate,  $11,500,000,  for  this  item,  which  is  the 
same  amount  approved  by  the  House.  The  amount  recommended  is 
$700,000  below  the  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1957  and  has 
included  language  in  the  bill  to  continue  the  availability  of  funds  for 
special  assistance  joint  control  areas,  until  September  30,  1958. 

Intergovernmental  Committee  for  European  Migration. — This  Com¬ 
mittee  was  organized  in  1951  to  facilitate  and  increase  the  movement  of 
migrants  and  refugees  from  overpopulated  countries  of  Europe  who 
would  otherwise  not  be  moved.  There  are  presently  27  governments 
who  are  members.  It  is  estimated  that  approximately  154,950 
refugees  will  be  moved  during  1958. 

The  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  $12,500,000  is  recommended 
for  this  purpose.  This  amount  is  the  same  as  was  provided  in  the 
House  bill  and  for  fiscal  year  1957. 

United  Nations  refugee  fund. — The  United  Nations  refugee  pro- 
gi’am  is  a  voluntary  United  Nations  program  authorized  by  the 
General  Assembly  in  1954  for  the  purpose  of  undertaking  a  program 
of  permanent  solutions  of  the  problems  of  unassimilated  refugees 
coming  within  the  mandate  of  the  Office  of  the  U.  N.  High  Commission 
for  Refugees. 

The  bill  includes  $2,233,000,  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and 
the  amount  of  the  House  bill.  This  is  the  full  authorization,  for  the 
United  States  contributions  for  an  18-month  period  comprising  the 
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last  lialf  of  calendar  1957  and  all  of  calendar  year  1958.  The  program 
is  scheduled  for  completion  on  December  31,  1958. 

Escapee  program. — This  program  is  designed  to  supplement  the  as¬ 
sistance  given  by  the  country  of  asylum  and  the  voluntary  relief 
agencies  to  Soviet  and  satellite  escapees  in  an  effort  to  reestablish  the 
needy  escapee  into  an  independent,  self-sufficient  member  of  the  free 
world. 

An  appropriation  of  $5,500,000,  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate  and  the  authorization,  is  recommended  for  this  program.  This 
is  the  same  amount  approved  by  the  House.  The  sum  allowed  is 
$500,000  less  than  the  amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1957. 

United  Nations  Children's  Fund. — The  purpose  of  this  program  is  to 
improve  the  health  and  welfare  of  children  with  the  principal  emphasis 
on  permanently  improving  rather  than  temporarily  relieving  adverse 
child  health  conditions.  During  calendar  year  1956  the  fund  con¬ 
tributed  to  311  projects  in  98  countries  and  territories  which  benefited 
an  estimated  37,000,000  children  and  mothers. 

The  committee  recommends  the  full  authorization  and  the  amount 
of  the  budget  estimate,  $11,000,000  for  this  item.  This  is  the  same 
amount  approved  by  the  House.  This  is  an  increase  of  $1,000,000 
over  the  amount  appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1957. 

United  Nations  Relief  and,  Works  Agency. — This  organization  is  con¬ 
cerned  with  relief  and  rehabilitation  of  the  Arab  refugees  from  Pal¬ 
estine. 

The  1956  appropriation  bill  provided  $62,000,000  for  this  program, 
$58,366,750  by  new  appropriation  and  $3,633,250  by  reappropriation 
of  unobligated  balances  of  prior  year  funds.  For  fiscal  year  1957,  the 
unobligated  balance  of  $45,300,000  was  reappropriated.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  $23,800,000  of  that  amount  was  unobligated  as  of  June 
30,  1957.  The  committee  concurs  in  the  action  of  the  House  in  rec¬ 
ommending  language  in  the  bill  continuing  that  balance  available 
through  June  30,  1958. 

North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization. — The  committee  concui's  in  the 
action  of  the  House  and  has  included  in  the  bill  $1,500,000  for  the 
NATO  civilian  headquarters  in  Paris.  This  amount  is  a  reduction 
of  $1,200,000  in  the  budget  estimate. 

Ocean  freight. — The  committee  recommends  the  budget  estimate, 
$2,200,000,  for  the  payment  of  ocean  freight  charges  on  relief  ship¬ 
ments  by  voluntary  agencies.  This  is  the  full  amount  authorized  for 
fiscal  year  1958,  and  the  amount  approved  in  the  House  biU. 

Control  Act  expenses. — The  Director  of  the  International  Coopera¬ 
tion  Administration  is  responsible  for  the  administration  of  the  Mutual 
Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951  (Battle  Act)  for  controlling 
exports  of  strategic  materials  to  the  countries  behind  the  Iron  Cm'tain 
by  countries  which  receive  United  States  aid.  The  committee  recom¬ 
mends  the  sum  of  $1,000,000  for  this  item,  which  is  the  amount  of  the 
budget  estimate  and  the  full  authorization  therefor.  This  is  the  same 
amount  approved  in  the  House  bill.  This  amount  is  $175,000  below 
the  appropriation  for  fiscal  year  1957. 

General  administrative  expenses. — The  bill  includes  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate  of  $32,750,000  for  necessary  administrative  expenses  for  the 
International  Cooperation  Administration  and  the  refugee  and  migra¬ 
tion  program.  This  sum  is  identical  with  the  sum  recommended  by 
the  House.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  contained  in  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  legislation.  The  amount  included  is  $2,581,100  over  the  amount 
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provided  for  fiscal  year  1957  when  comparative  transfers  are  taken 
into  consideration.  Approximately  $1,100,000  of  the  increase  is  for 
payment  into  the  civil  service  retirement  fund.  The  remainder  of 
the  increase  is  primarily  to  cover  full  year  salary  costs  for  personnel 
employed  on  a  part-year  basis  in  1957,  new  missions,  and  to  strengthen 
the  audit-control  activity. 

Atoms  jor  peace. — In  lieu  of  the  new  appropriation  of  $7,000,000 
requested,  the  committee  concurs  in  the  action  of  the  House  in  recom¬ 
mending  the  reappropriation  of  the  unobligated  balance  of  $4,450,000 
for  this  program,  which  has  for  its  purpose  the  promotion  of  the 
peaceful  uses  of  atomic  energy  abroad.  An  appropriation  of 
$5,500,000  was  made  for  this  item  for  fiscal  year  1957.  Of  that 
amount  $1,050,000  was  obligated  thi’ough  June  30,  1957,  leaving 
about  80  percent  of  the  1957  appropriation  unobligated. 

Administrative  expenses,  State. — The  bill  includes  $4,577,000  for 
administrative  expenses  of  the  Departm.ent  of  State  which  are  in¬ 
curred  for  the  functions  directly  related  to  the  mutual  security  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  United  States  regional  office,  Paris.  This  is  the  same 
amount  approved  in  the  House  bill.  The  amount  allowed  is  approx¬ 
imately  the  same  as  the  amount  provided  for  fiscal  year  1957.  This 
appropriation  was  previously  included  in  the  item  of  administrative 
expenses  for  the  International  Cooperation  Administration.  The 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1956  authorized  a  separate  appropriation  for 
this  item. 

Language  has  been  included  in  the  bill  which  would  permit  funds 
appropriated  for  State  Department  mutual  security  administrative 
expenses  to  be  consolidated  with  other  appropriations  for  Department 
of  State  administrative  expenses. 

Publicity  or  Propagand.v 

The  following  provision,  adopted  on  the  floor  of  the  House  has 
been  amended  by  the  committee  as  indicated : 

Sec.  102.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  used’for 
publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  »©t  heretofore  authoriged  by  the  Congrcao 
within  the  United  States. 

Limitation  on  May-June  Obligations 

The  committee  recommends  that  the  following  provision  included 
in  the  House  bill  be  stricken; 

Sec.  106.  Except  for  the  appropriations  entitled  “Special  assistance,  general 
authorization”  and  “Development  loan  fund”,  not  more  than  20  per  centum  of 
any  appropriation  item  made  available  by  this  Act  shall  be  obligated  and/or 
reserved  during  the  last  two  months  of  the  fiscal  year. 

Aid  to  Schools  and  Libraries  Abroad 

The  authorizing  legislation  in  section  400  (c)  authorized  the  use  of 
not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  for  assistance  to  schools  and  libraries 
abroad.  The  House  inserted  section  107  providing  that  none  of  the 
funds  shall  be  available  for  this  purpose.  The  House  provision, 
which  has  been  stricken  from  tlie  bill  by  the  committee,  reads  as 
follows  : 

Sec.  107.  None  of  the  funds  made  available  by  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  the  first  sentence  of  section  400  (c)  of  the  Mutual  Security 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended. 
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86th  congress 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 1 5 1 

H.  R.  9302 

[Report  No.  1117] 

IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  16, 1957 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

August  26, 1957 

Reported  by  Mr.  Hayden,  with  amendments 
[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 

AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  Mutual  Security  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  fiscal 

5  5^ear  ending  June  30,  1958,  namely: 

6  MUTUAL  SECURITY 

7  FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

8  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 

9  out  the  provisions  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as 

10  amended,  to  remain  available  until  June  30,  1958  unless 

11  otherwise  specified  herein,  as  follows : 
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Military  assistance:  For  assistance  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  103  (a)  to  cany  out  the  purposes  of  title  I,  chapter  1 
(including  administrative  expenses  as  authorized  hy  section 
103  (b) ,  which  shall  not  exceed  $23,500,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1958  and  'purchase  of  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  re¬ 
placement  only) ,  $47250^000,000  $1,475,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended)  and  in  addition  not  to  exceed 
$538,800,000  of  unobligated  and  unreserved  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section  103 
(a)  and  section  104  are  continued  available  until  expended 
for  the  piu’poses  of  section  103  (a)  ; 

Defense  support:  For  assistance  authorized  by  section 
131  (h) ,  $585,000,000  $689,000,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended",  and  in  addition  $36,000,000  of  unobligated 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of 
section  131  arc  continued  available  for  the  purposes  of  that 
section:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $40,000,000  $35,- 
000,000  thereof  shall  be  available  for  Spain,  exclusive  of 
technical  cooperation; 

Development  assistance:  Not  to  exceed  $52,000,000 
of  unobligated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available 
for  purposes  of  development  assistance  are  hereby  continued 
available  for  the  purposes  for  which  originally  appropriated; 

Development  Loan  Fund:  For  advances  to  the  Develop- 
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meiit  loan  fund  as  autliorized  by  section  203,  $3 
$400,000,000,  to  reinain  available  until  expended; 

Technical  cooperation,  general  authorization :  For  assist¬ 
ance  authorized  by  section  304,  $1 13,000,000  $114,900,- 
000,  to  remain  available  until  expended]  and  in  addition  not 
to  exceed  $12,000,000  of  unobligated  balances  of  funds 
heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section  304  are 
continued  available  for  the  purposes  of  that  section; 

United  IS^ations  expanded  program  of  technical  assist¬ 
ance:  For  contributions  authorized  by  section  306  (a)  , 
$15,500,000  ’-Provided,  That  the  United  States  emitriba- 
tien  to  the  1948  enlendar  year  program  shah  not  exceed 
-ShTrSh  per  eentnm  of  the  United  ^fations  pr<->gram ;  ' 

Technical  cooperation  programs  of  the  Organization  of 
American  States:  For  contributions  authorized  by  section 
306  (b),  $1,500,000; 

Special  assistance,  general  authorization:  For  assistance 
authorized  by  section  400  (a) ,  $4757000,000  $225,000,- 
000  \  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $10,000,000  $7,500,000 
shall  be  available  for  Guatemala ; 

Special  assistance,  Latin  America:  For  assistance 
authorized  hy  section  400  (b),  $20,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended; 

Special  assistance  in  joint  control  areas  in  Europe:  For 
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assistance  authorized  by  section  403,  $11,500,000,  whiah 
shall  remain  available  until  September  30,  1958; 

Intergovernmental  Committee  for  European  Migration: 
For  contributions  authorized  by  section  405  (a),  $12,500,- 
000 :  Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall 
be  used  to  assist  directly  in  the  migration  to  any  nation  in  the 
Western  Hemisphere  of  any  person  not  having  a  security 
clearance  based  on  reasonable  standards  to  insm’e  against 
Communist  infiltration  in  the  Western  Hemisphere ;  ; 

United  Nations  Eefugee  Fund:  For  contributions 
authorized  by  section  405  (c) ,  $2,233,000; 

Escapee  program:  For  assistance  authorized  by  section 
405  (d),  $5,500,000; 

United  Nations  Children’s  Fund:  For  contributions 
authorized  by  section  406,  $11,000,000; 

United  Nations  Eelief  and  Works  Agency:  Not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $23,800,000  of  unobligated  balances  of  funds  hereto¬ 
fore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section  407  are  continued 
available  for  purposes  of  that  section ; 

North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization:  For  contributions 
for  the  construction  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organiza¬ 
tion  civilian  headquarters  as  authorized  by  section  408, 
$1,500,000; 

Ocean  freight  charges.  United  States  voluntary  relief 
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agencies:  For  pajnnents  authorized  by  section  409  (c), 

$2,200,000; 

Control  Act  expenses:  For  carrying  out  the  purposes  of 
the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951,  as 
authorized  by  section  410,  $1,000,000; 

General  administrative  expenses:  For  expenses  author¬ 
ized  by  section  411  (b) ,  $32,750,000; 

Atoms  for  Peace:  Not  to  exceed  $4,450,000  of  unobli¬ 
gated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes 
of  section  12  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1956  are  hereby 
continued  available  for  the  purposes  of  section  419 ; 

Funds  appropriated  under  each  paragraph  of  this  Act 
(other  than  appropriations  under  the  head  of  military  assist¬ 
ance  ) ,  including  specified  amounts  of  unobligated  balances, 
and  amounts  certified  pursuant  to  section  1311  of  the  Sup¬ 
plemental  Appropriation  Act,  1955,  as  having  been  obli¬ 
gated  against  appropriations  heretofore  made  for  the  same 
general  purpose  as  such  paragraph,  which  amounts  are 
hereby  continued  available  (except  as  may  otherwise  be 
specified  in  this  Act)  for  the  same  period  as  the  respective 
appropriations  in  this  Act  for  the  same  general  purpose, 
may  be  consolidated  in  one  account  for  each  paragraph. 
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DEPAETMENT  OF  STATE 

Administrative  expenses:  For  expenses  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  as  authorized  by  section  411  (c)  of  the  Mutual 
Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  $4,577,000;  Provided, 
That  the  Secretary  of  State  is  authorized  to  transfer  funds 
herein  appropriated  to  any  appropriation  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  of  the  Department  of  State  for  the 
current  fiscal  year,  and  any  funds  so  transferred  shall  he 
accounted  for  as  part  of  the  appropriations  to  which  they 
are  transferred. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  102.  JSTo  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  shah  be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  not 
heretofore  authorized  by  the  Congress  within  the  United 
States. 

Sec.  103.  Payments  made  from  funds  appropriated 
herein  for  engineering  fees  and  services  to  any  individual 
engineering  firm  on  any  one  project  in  excess  of  $25,000 
shall  be  reported  to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  at  least  twice  annually. 

Sec.  104.  Pursuant  to  section  1415  of  the  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act,  1953,  and  in  addition  to  other  amounts 
made  available  pursuant  to  said  section,  not  to  exceed  the 
equivalent  of  $300,000  of  foreign  currencies  or  credits  owed 
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to  or  owned  by  the  United  States  shall  remain  available 
until  expended,  without  reimbursement  to  the  Treasury, 
for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred  against  such  currencies 
or  credits  prior  to  July  1,  1953,  pursuant  to  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1951,  as  amended, 
and  Acts  for  which  funds  were  authorized  by  that  Act  and, 
hereafter,  foreign  currencies  generated  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  shall  be  utihzed  only  for  the  purposes  for  which 
the  funds  providing  the  commodities  which  generated  the 
currency  were  appropriated. 

Sec.  105.  None  of  the  funds  provided  b}^  this  Act  nor 
any  of  the  counterpart  funds  generated  as  a  result  of  assist¬ 
ance  under  this  or  any  other  Act  shall  be  used  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  on  account  of  the  principal  or  interest  on  any  debt 
of  any  foreign  government  or  on  any  loan  made  to  such 
government  by  any  other  foreign  government;  nor  shall 
any  of  these  funds  be  expended  for  any  purpose  for  which 
funds  have  been  withdrawn  by  any  recipient  counti^^  to 
make  payment  on  such  debts :  Provided,  That  to  the 
extent  that  fimds  have  been  borrowed  by  any  foreign 
government  in  order  to  make  a  deposit  of  counterpart  and 
such  deposit  is  in  excess  of  the  amount  that  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  be  deposited  pursuant  to  the  formula  prescribed 
by  section  142  (b)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954, 
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as  amended,  such  counterpart  may  be  used  in  such  country 
for  any  agreed  purpose  consistent  with  the  provisions  of 
such  Act. 

SfiGr  40^7  Except  for  the  appropriations  entitled  ‘-Spe 
eial  assistance,  general  authorization’^  and  —Development 
loan  fund’’,  not  more  tiian  20  per  centum  of  any  appro 
priation  item  made  available  by  this  Aet  shah  he  obligated 
andyAr  reserved  duAng  the  last  two  months  of  the  fiscal 
year. 

SeGt  407-.  N^onc  of  the  funds  made  avahahlo  by  this 
Aet  shah  he  used  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  first 
sentence  of  section  400  -fe)-  of  the  Mutual  Security  Aet  of 
1954,  as  amended. 

Sec.  408  106.  The  appropriations  and  authority  with  re¬ 
spect  thereto  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  from  July  1,  1957, 
for  the  purposes  provided  in  such  appropjiations  and  author¬ 
ity.  All  obligations  incurred  during  the  period  between 
June  30,  1957,  and  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  in  an¬ 
ticipation  of  such  appropriations  and  authority  are  hereby 
ratified  and  confirmed  if  in  accordance  with  the  terms  hereof. 

Sec.  400  107.  The  Congress  hereby  reiterates  its  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  seating  in  the  United  Nations  of  the  Communist 
China  regime  as  the  representative  of  China,  and  it  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  the  continuing  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the 
Communist  regime  in  China  has  not  demonstrated  its  will- 
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ingness  to  fulfill  the  obligations  contained  in  the  Charter  of 
the  United  Nations  and  should  not  be  recognized  to  represent 
China  in  the  United  Nations.  In  the  event  of  the  seating  of 
representatives  of  the  Chinese  Communist  regime  in  the 
Security  Council  or  General  Assembly  of  the  United  Nations, 
the  President  is  requested  to  inform  the  Congress  insofar  as  is 
compatible  with  the  requirements  of  national  security,  of  the 
imphcations  of  this  action  upon  the  foreign  pohcy  of  the 
United  States  and  our  foreign  relationships,  including  that 
created  by  membership  in  the  United  Nations,  together  with 
any  recommendations  which  he  may  have  with  respect  to 
the  matter. 

Sec.  140  108.  This  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  ‘‘Mutual 
Security  Appropriation  Act,  1958’h 

Passed  the  House  of  Eepresentatives  August  15,  1957. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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i^pport  of  concerted  research  efforts  to 
exp^lt  rapidly  and  fully  clinically  promis¬ 
ing  ^lentlflc  leads;  .  for  example,  in  the 

chemotherapy  of  mental  Illness.  t  ^  ^ 

An  example  of  congressional  insight  into  ^  oraerect  reported, 
the  research  process  is  to  be  found  in  this 
year’s  repoid  of  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee.  NThe  report  states,  ‘‘It  is  in¬ 
creasingly  clear  that  rapid  progress  into  the 
conquest  of  dise^e  is  dependent  in  large  part 
on  the  avallablliW  of  a  large  body  of  basic 
scientific  knowleote  from  which  advances 
against  heart  dlseas^  cancer,  mental  Illness, 
and  other  major  kilims  and  cripplers  of  our 
time  can  be  derived 

But  Congress  recognfees  that  basic  re¬ 
search  requires  more  than\noney  and  labora¬ 
tories.  It  requires  skilled  personnel.  In  last 
year’s  report  to  the  House,  the^ppropriatlons 
Committee  said,  “The  commlttiw  calls  partic¬ 
ular  attention  to  the  urgency  orvtaking  steps 
at  this  time  to  Insure  that  an  ad^uate  sup-  .L, 

SluS  "S‘Se  yrri.eirsfet  o'  DREDGING  OF  UPSTREAM  NAVIGA- 
the  Federal  program  for  support  of  n^edical  TION  CHANNEL  ON  COLUMBIA 

research  is  more  significant  than  man^wer  RIVER  TO  PROJECT  DEPTH  OP  27 

training.’’  N.  FEET  ' 

’This  is  certainly  true.  In  addition  \o 

meeting  its  growing  personnel  needs  becausV  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 


hearings  on  the  mutual  security  appro¬ 
priation  bill  will  be  on  each  Senator’s 
!  desk  this  afternoon.  The  bill  has  been 

I  I  should  like  all  Senators  to  know  th^ 
;  we  expect  to  bring  the  bill  up  as  soon  as 
i  the  reports  are  available. 

*  I  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Presi- 
j  dent,  that  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
:  priations  be  permitted  to  fild  its  report 
I  even  though  the  Senate  is  not  in  session, 
and  that  it  be  in  order  to  consider  the 
bill  when  the  report  is  available  to 
Members. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 


Congressional  Record  the  testimony 
presented  to  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  on  August  14,  1957,  by  th^ 
senior  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mj^- 
RAY]  and  myself  in  behalf  of  the  $423^00 
itme  for  dredging  to  project  depth  of  27 
feet  the  Coiumbia  River  navigatiqh  chan¬ 
nel  between  Vancouver  and  The  Dalles. 

There  being  no  objection, .  'the  testi¬ 
mony  was  ordered  to  be  prihted  in  the 
i Record,  as  follows: 

;  Statement  op  Hon.  James  E.  Murray,  a 
United  States  Senatoi^^  From  the  State 
OP  Montana 

,  dredging  op  COLUMBIA  RIVER  CHANNEL 
■  Chairman  Hayden.  The  committee  will 
jcome  to  order. 

I  We  will  be  pieced  to  hear  from  you  now. 
Senator  Murray^ 

Senator  MurBay.  Mr.  Chairman  and  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  ce^nmlttee,  in  my  many  years  as 
a  Member  the  United  States  Senate  there 
has  never _,lDeen  called  to  my  attention  a  proj¬ 
ect  with  greater  merit  than  the  proposal 
that  tire  Columbia  River  be  dredged  to  a 
cM^nnel  depth  of  27  feet  from  Vancouver  to 
They'ualles. 


of  an  expanding  program,  medical  researchV,  recently  there  was  some  controversy  in  hhe  agricultural,  mining,  and  general 
faces  the  competition  of  the  higher  economic  N^e  House  of  Representatives  over  an  efonomy  of  Montana,  as  well  as  the  other 
returns  of  private  practice.  Today,  both  the  i^m  of  $425,000  for  beginning  work  on  /Northwestern  States  vitally  needs  the  easy 

thK,Columbia  River  upstream  navigation/ access  to  deep-water  ports  that  would  re- 
chafmel,  after  some  of  us  had  been  suq^ 
cessfui  in  having  this  undertakihg 
includ^  in  the  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.'^.^^The  project  involves  rearing 
to  author^ed  depth  of  27  feet  the 
channel  froba  Vancouver,  Wash'.,  to  The 
Dalles,  Oreg.\  Once  the  Corp6  of  Engi¬ 
neers  had  dre^ed  the  chahnel  to  this 
necessary  extenf,’>,but  it  ha^been  allowed 
to  fill  with  silt,\snagsy ^  and  boulders 
during  recent  year^ 

Because'  of  the  ojptroversy  in  the 
House — a  controven^  which  becomes 

ironic  when  we  cemtem^late  that  this  carrying  agricultural  products,  newly  estab- 
was  an  item  of  $4;25,000  insa  bill  carrying 
total  sums  of  $I'',734,011,94\— I  desire  to 
call  to  the  attention  of  theNSenate  the 
testimony  which  the  distinguisi^d  senior 
Senator  fi^jeun  Montana  [Mr.  Murray] 
and  I  submitted  to  the  Senate  lAppro- 
priationb  Committee  on  August  14^1957. 

This  yds  the  day  when  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  formally  added  the  $425,000  i£bm 
to  the  supplemental  appropriation  bill\ 

^4enator  Murray  and  I  stressed  the' 
fact  that  the  Columbia  River  is  the  sole 
Congress  at  all  times  has  wisely  sought  the  /-Navigable  waterway  that  trenches 


average  general  practitioner  and  specialist 
engaged  in  private  practice  can  easily  earn 
2  to  3  times  as  much  as  the  research 
scientist.  Congress  has  wisely  attempted  to 
offset  this  to  some  degree  by  providing  suf¬ 
ficient  funds  for  increased  salaries  for  scien¬ 
tists  engaged  in  research  aided  by  Federal 
grants. 

By  urging  more  basic  research  and  direct¬ 
ing  an  expansion  of  efforts  to  train  and  re¬ 
tain  medical  scientists.  Congress  has  shown 
that  its  Interest  has  not  been  limited  to  in¬ 
suring  that  adequate  money  is  available.  It 
has  shown  an  awareness  of  the  fundamental 
as  well  as  the  more  obvious  needs  of  medical 
science. 

An  inherent  fundamental  aspect  of  de¬ 
mocracy  Is  the  right  and  privilege  of  each 
citizen  to  criticize  his  elected  representatives 
freely.  TTiis  is  a  prerogative  that  most  of 
us  exercise  freely.  It  is  neither  valid  nor  fair, 
however,  when  applied  to  congressional  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  highly  professional  and  technical 
matters  of  medical  research. 

outside  advice  sought 

Our  national  medical  research  policy  has 
evolved  on  a  sound  basis  because  of  close 
and  sympathetic  understanding  between  the 
executive  ■  and  legislative  branches  of  our 
Government  and  our  private  organizations. 


suit  from  deepening  of  the  Columbia  Rive» 
channel. 

All  the  evidence  clearly  shows  that  this 
great  Inland  agricultural-mining  empire  re¬ 
quires  this  facility  if  it  is  to  come  into  its 
own  in  the  economic  life  of  the  Nation. 

The  wheatgrowers  of  the  Northwest  would 
be  particularly  benefited,  and  there  is  clear 
evidence  that  more  than  200  ships  of  8,000 
tons  each  will  annually  carry  a  variety  of 
agricultural  products  over  this  waterway 
when  it  is  deepened.  This  will  make  pos¬ 
sible  an  average  savings  of  $1.68  per  ton  in 
transportation  charges. 

In  addition  to  these  more  than  200  ships 


advice  of  outstanding  leaders  in  all  fields  re/ 
latlng  to  medicine.  ’The  formation  of  oyu: 
national  policies  for  medical  research  by  con¬ 
gressional  leaders  has  been  both  democratic 
and  intelligent. 

The  legislative  process  has  translated  the 
public  Interest  in  relieving  human 'suffering 
caused  by  disease  into  support  of/hedical  re¬ 
search  with  consummate  effec^veness,  and 
has  done  this  with  remarkablp' sensitivity  to 
the  conditions  prerequisite  fo  the  vigorous 
growth  of  science.  On  the  Bme  hand,  a  com¬ 
plex  set  of  scientific  qi^tlons  have  been 
brought  into  the  public/fforum  in  a  manner 
understandable  to  the  layman.  On  the  other 
hand,  medical  reseat^  has  been  harnessed 
to  the  public  interciBt  without  injuring  the 
freedom  essential/to  success.  ’This  is  de¬ 
mocracy  operating  at  its  best. 


AUTHORIZATION  FOR  COMMITTEE 
ON'  APPROPRIATIONS  TO  PILE 
REPORT  ON  MUTUAL  SECURITY 
APPROPRIATION  BILL 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  announce  that  the  i  sent  to  have  printed  in  the  body  of  the 


through  the  great  Cascade-Sierra  Moun¬ 
tain  barrier,  which  shuts  off  the  Pacific 
seaboard  from  the  intermountain  region 
and  which  extends  from  British  Colum¬ 
bia  far  into  Mexico.  Can  such  a  river  be 
denied  its  commercial  and  economic  po¬ 
tential  because  of  comparatively  small 
appropriation  allowances,  in  the  great 
scheme  of  things? 

Of  course,  I  want  to  add  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  to  that  of  Senator  Murray  for  the 
characteristic  patience,  understanding 
and  thoroughness  with  which  our  request 
was  considered  by  the  beloved  chairman 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee  [Mr. 
Hayden],  who  is  admired  by  us  all  be¬ 
cause  he  uses  his  great  infiuence  with 
such  restraint  and  fairness. 

When  Senator  Hayden  celebrates  his 
80th  birthday  this  fall,  many  of  us  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest  will  know  that  his 
long  life  and  his  long  career  have  been 
of  immense  benefit  and  value  to  our  own 
region, 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 


llshed  industrial  development  at  The  Dalles 
will  caU  for  the  movement  of  35  to  40  ships 
of  10,000-ton  capacity  in  and  out  of  The 
Dalles  annually. 

The  producers  of  fresh  fruits  would  also 
be  greatly  benefited  by  deep  draft  naviga¬ 
tion  on  the  Columbia.  It  has  been  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated,  for  instance,  that  from 
20,000  to  40,000  barrels  of  cherries  would  be 
shipped  annually  over  this  inland  waterway 
at  a  transportation  saving  approximately  $1 
per  barrel. 

\  ’The  Federal  Government  would  directly 
b,enefit  through  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  being  enabled  to  use  the  ship  chan- 
ner,s,at  greatly  lowered  transportation  costs, 
for  the  movement  of  surplus  grains  destined 
for  Fax  Eastern  countries. 

I  neea.not  remind  this 'committee  that  the 
channel  ^epening  from  Vancouver  to  Bonne¬ 
ville  Dam'^has  been  authorized  since  1937 
to  a  depth  'qf  27  feet.  ’Then  in  1946  Con¬ 
gress  extended  the  authorization  from 
Bonneville  Da^  to  The  Dalles.  In  recent 
years  past,  howler.  Irrespective  of  authori¬ 
zation,  the  channbl  has  been  maintained  to 
a  depth  of  only  15  ^et. 

Appropri^on  request 

I  urge  the  committee  to  implement  the 
authorization  by  appreciating  the  sum  of 
$500,000  to  get  the  initia^  dredging  under¬ 
way. 

The  economic  development",  and  welfare  of 
a  vast  area — the  entire  Pacifidi  Northwest — 
cries  for  this  appropriation,  andy  I  urge  you 
to  answer  the  cry. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  giving  me 
this  opportunity  to  appear.  \ 

Chairman  Hayden.  'What  I  cannot  under¬ 
stand,  Senator,  is  that  here  is  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  that  was  made  for  this  extra  depth'JO 
years  ago,  and  yet  we  have  done  nothirHj^ 
about  it.  And  the  agitation  in  favor  of  chan- 
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nell^g  the  streams  In  the  eastern  part  of 
the  U^ted  States  Is  kept  on  regularly.  You 
take  tnW  great  harbors  of  the  Atlantic  coast, 
like  for^stance  Norfolk.  Since  the  advent 
of  these  g^ter  tankers  they  could  not  come 
into  the  h^ors  without  having  to  lighten 
part  of  the^load,  and  deepening  of  the 
channels  has  gabled  the  ships  to  land  and 
bring  In  their  Oil  from  abroad  and  make  it 
so  that  the  cost\)f  fuel  is  less  in  the  com¬ 
munity.  We  are  ^epenlng  the  channel  of 
the  Delaware  River  \o  bring  in  Iron  ore. 

Senator  Murray.  Y^. 

Chairman  Hayden.  I\have  been  on  this 
committee  quite  a  tlme,\nd  I  am  just  won¬ 
dering  why  there  has  no\been  more  effort 
made  in  the  past  10  years  \)  get  something 
done.  \ 

Senator  Murray.  Well,  I  gu&^  we  are  not 
as  experienced  as  they  are  in  ^^e  East  in 
handling  these  political  problern^  It  does 
seem  to  me  that  there  has  been  a  I^tle  neg¬ 
lect  there. 

Chairman  Hayden.  It  does  seem  to  ifte  that 
the  West  is  behind  the  times.  That  il^why 
I  brought  out  the  question. 

Senator  Murray.  It  is  very  important  tlli^t 
we  get  cheap  transportation.  For  instance 
In  Montana  we  could  have  a  big  chrome  in¬ 
dustry  there.  Instead,  chrome  is  brought 
all  the  way  across  the  ocean  from  Africa  to 
be  processed  in  Memphis,  Tenn.;  yet  we  have 
the  chrome  right  there  in  Montana. 

Chairman  Hayden.  But  you  do  not  have 
the  water  transportation. 

Senator  Murray.  That  is  it. 

Chairman  Hayden.  I  thank  you  for  your 
statement. 

Senator  Neuberger? 

Statement  of  Hon.  Richard  L.  Neubergesi,  a 

United  States  Senator  From  the  State  of 

Oregon 

COLUMBIA  RIVER  PROJECT 

Senator  Neuberger.  I  was  listening  to  Sen¬ 
ator  Murray’s  very  able  testimony,  and  as  ■  , - 

usual  he  was  very  thorough.  I  will  not  go  ..^P”P4w"m'aterials  upstr< 
into  the  statistical  details  which  he  gave  downstream  wheat 
you  so  well. 

I  would  just  like  to  explain  the  answer  to 
the  very  logical  and  very  reasonable  ques¬ 
tion  which  you  put. 

The  Columbia  River,  as  I  think  you  know. 

Is  the  only  river  that  cuts  through  the  great 
mountains  that  rise  above  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

There  is  no  other  waterway  between  the 
great  Intermountain  West  and  the  Pacific 
Ocean  except  the  Columbia  River.  It  cuts 
through  the  Cascade  Range,  which  is  the 
continuation  of  the  Sierra  Range.  God  made 
one  mountain  range,  but  it  is  called  the  Cas¬ 
cades  in  the  north  and  the  Sierras  as  it  ex¬ 
tends  on  into  Mexico. 


That  river  has  been  a  natural  avenue  fory'  we  have  in  the  West. 


see,  it  was  only  20  years  ago  that  any  naviga¬ 
tion  at  all  began  on  the  section  of  the 
Columbia. 

sfVmatilla  Rapids 

But  there  was  still  another  great  obstacle, 
and  that  was  Umatilla  Rapids  located  about 
120  or  130  miles  above  Bonneville.  It  was 
very  dlflacult  to  contemplate  use  of  barges 
and  diesel  tugs  as  long  as  Umatilla  Rapids 
remained.  But  the  dam  that  is  taking  care 
of  Umatilla  Rapids  is  McNary  Dam,  named 
for  your  old  colleague  and  your  former  as¬ 
sociate  In  the  Senate.  And  today  McNary 
Dam  is  completed.  Every  generator  has  not 
been  put  in,  but  it  is  in  operation,  both 
powerwise  and  navigationwise. 

So  with  the  inundations  by  the  pools  back 
of  Bonneville  Dam  and  McNary  Dam  of  the 
two  main  rapids  which  were  obstacles  to 
successful  navigation,  the  impetus  began  to 
use  the  upper  Columbia  for  water  transpor¬ 
tation. 

Bonneville  Dam  was  constructed  at  a  cost 
of  approximately  $88  million — which  seems 
so  little  now  for  a  great  dam,  does  it  not? 
McNary  cost  about  $320  million.  The  ques¬ 
tion  before  us  today  is  this:  Are  we  going 
to  allow  a  bottleneck  of  maybe  $8  or  $10 
million  prevent  the  full  use  of  those  dams 
or  navigation?  Because  as  long  as  you  have 
the  channel  silted  over,  filled  with  snags, 
cloteed  with  all  kinds  of  debris,  sand,  and 
gra'^,  that  come  down  a  great  swift  flowing 
river  Nke  the  Columbia,  you  cannot  mal 
use  of  fbe  pools  that  over  $400  million  w^fth 
of  damsNfaave  created. 

AutK^ization  for  channel  dept} 

Now,  Senator  Mctbray  very  prope^  point¬ 
ed  out  the  cmnnel  above  Vancoi^r  is  au¬ 
thorized  for  a  qepth  of  27  feet  ^d  a  width 
of  300  feet.  However,  main^nance  has 
lagged  and  the  eft^th  now  W  only  15  feet. 
But  the  great  pres^re  in  ^cent  years  for 
bringing  petroleum  m^ufactured  prod¬ 
ucts  and:  alumina  ore  aij<3(TOther  commodities 

and  then  taking 
d  "Vpples  and  other 
farm  products  of  tlyrf’  intelmountain  region 
back  of  the  Casca^s — thaNall  dates  from 
the  completion  91  Bonnevill\  and  McNary 
Dams. 

Now,  you  k^w  the  size  of  theSappropria- 
tions  that  *nis  committee  regularly  au¬ 
thorizes  tov  navigation  on  the  Mississippi 
River,  onythe  Ohio  River,  on  the  Delaware 
River,  aim  in  the  great  seacoast  harb^  of 
the  Ea^ern  States.  Why,  this  little  $500^00 
appr^riation  that  was  knocked  out  is 
coiMarison  a  mere  bagatelle.  And  yet  i1 
would  be  very  important  to  making  some 
use,  not  full  use  but  some  use,  of  the  naviga- 
ytion  possibilities  of  the  greatest  river  system 


navigation  since  Lewis  and  Clark  came  dowE 
it  with  the  American  flag  in  1805.  / 

Indeed,  when  Meriwether  Lewis  senyhis 
reports  to  Thomas  Jefferson,  he  said  thea^hat 
this  was  a  great  avenue  of  commerc^  And 
Thomas  Jefferson,  in  the  first  papers  ever 
written  by  any  American  President  about 
the  American  West,  envisioned  ^great  com¬ 
mercial  empire  on  the  Columl^  River  be¬ 
cause  of  its  navigability.  As  yfe  know,  water 
transportation  was  then  the’' only  means  of 
travel  except  by  horseback’^or  on  foot. 

But  there  have  been  bakers  to  navigation 
on  the  Columbia  River  in  the  form  of  rapids 
which  act  as  blockades; 

The  first  great  rapj«s  was  Cascade  Rapids, 
which  Bonneville  ^m  Inundated.  Bonne¬ 
ville  Dam,  howe^,  did  not  Inundate  Cas¬ 
cade  Rapids  until  1938.  President  Roosevelt 
came  to  Bon^ville  in  1937.  I  think  you 
remember  th^.  Senator  McNary  Introduced 
him.  It  viyi  a  great  event.  And  President 
Roosevelt  dedicated  Bonneville  on  that  date, 
and  in  ^38  the  river  was  sealed  off  and 
power ^oductlon  began  and  Cascade  Rapids 
was  l^ndated  beneath  the  pool. 

Ahat  meant  that  for  the  first  time  navl- 
gi^on  began  into  the  upper  river.  So  you 


Magnitude  of  Columbia  River 

You  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  recently 
been  working  on  an  article  for  Harper’s 
magazine  about  the  Columbia  River.  And  I 
do  not  think  anybody  realizes  that  magni¬ 
tude  of  the  Columbia  River.  The  Columbia 
River  at  its  maximum  flow,  when  all  the 
great  ranges  in  British  Columbia,  in  Canada, 
are  melting  to  their  maximum,  carries  across 
the  border  and  down  into  the  United  States 
five-sixths  of  the  maximum'  fiow  of  the 
Mississippi.  That  is  the  extent  of  the  Co¬ 
lumbia  River.  It  carries  down  to  the  sea  180 
million  acre-feet  of  water.  I  think  your 
great  Colorado  River  has  17  or  18  million 
feet. 

Chairman  Hayden.  I  looked  up  the  records 
one  day,  and  my  recollection  is  that  more 
water  runs  into  the  Columbia  River  out  of 
the  Pend  Oreille  than  there  is  in  the  whole 
Colorado  River  system. 

Senator  Neuberger.  I  am  sure  that  there  Is 
no  doubt  about  that.  This  is  a  thing  that  I 
know  is  correct,  because  these  figures  are  very 
vivid  in  my  mind. 

The  Colorado  system  has  about  17  or  18 
million  acre-feet. 


The  Columbia,  where  It  crosses  the  border 
out  of  Canada,  hasn’t  picked  up  a  single  dropy 
of  water  in  the  United  States.  It  has  no 
picked  up  the  Snake.  It  has  not  picked  Ap 
the  Willamette.  It  has  not  picked  uj^he 
Deschutes  or  any  of  the  great  rivers  thjlt  we 
know  in  the  United  States.  The  Cokfimbla, 
where  it  crosses  the  border  out  oi^Canada, 
has  62  million  acre-feet;  this  s^ws  you 
what  a  river  it  is.  Here  is  the  only  river  that 
offers  any  competitive  factor  v«th  the  rail¬ 
roads  and  the  trucklines  for  Jiravel  through 
the  mountains  of  the  Int^mountain  west, 
of  the  Cascades.  And  weym  the  Northwest 
are  being  choked  by  higlr  freight  rates. 

Vnemploynuent  crisis 

The  Senator  from  Inontana  made  an  out¬ 
standing  speech  oar  the  Senate  fioor  the 
other  day  about yftie  unemployment  crisis 
that  grips  our  region.  One  of  the  big  factors 
is  truck  and  raflroad  freight  rates.  As  you 
and  I  know,  ^nator  Murray,  industrial  de¬ 
velopment  Ifi  our  States  is  virtually  im¬ 
possible  because  of  this  great  rate  factor. 

The  CQ)«mbla  offers  the  only  possible  com- 
petitloi^o  the  railroads  and  the  trucklines. 
We  i^d  $500,000  to  dredge  this  channel 
downr  to  project  depth  and  then  continua¬ 
tion  of  appropriations  so  that  it  can  be 
Intalned  at  project  depth.  It  just  seems 

(fo  me  tragic  not  to - 

Senator  Chavez.  Was  that  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  that  we  took  care  of  the  other  day  in 
public  works? 

Senator  Nhrjbergeh.  No;  this  has  been 
authorized  for  many  years.  This  project 
from  Vancouver  to  The  Dalles  was  author¬ 
ized  in  two  pieces.  First,  in  1937,  from  Van¬ 
couver  to  Bonneville  pool,  when  Bonneville 
was  built,  and  then  in  1946  from  Bonne¬ 
ville  pool  to  The  Dalles,  when  it  became 
obvious  that  dams  such  as  McNary  Dam  and 
the  Dalles  Dam  would  be  built  on  the  upper 
river. 

Condition  of  The  Dalles 

Senator  Chaviz.  What  about  The  Dalles? 
What  is  the  condition  of  that  now? 

Senator  Neuberger.  The  structure  is  virtu¬ 
ally  completed,  but  none  of  the  power  equip¬ 
ment  has  been  installed.  But  the  river  has 
been  sealed  off.  And  already  the  pool  back 
of  The  Dalles  has  started  to  fiood  out  the 
Indian  fishing  grounds. 

Senator  Chavez.  Tell  me  now:  What  about 
the  Indians? 

Indian  problem 

Senator  Neuberger.  Well,  your  committee 
appropriated  for  the  Indians,  if  I  am  not  mis¬ 
taken,  $26,900,000.  That  was  to  iteimburse 
,  the  Indians  for  the  loss  of  their  ancestral 
ishlng  rights.  And  I  think  that  some  of  the 
Indians  regard  that  as  not  generous,  but  I 
bertove  that  on  the  whole  it  was  a  quite  ade- 
qua^  appropriation.  The  Indians  have  a 
very  sentimental  feeling  about  this  area. 

Sena^r  Chavez.  Besides  that,  now,  the 
practicaPend  of  it — as  I  recall,  this  would  not 
provide  tnat  with  the  money  appropriated 
for  the  In^ns  they  could  still  go  further 
and  get  theirNancestral  homes. 

Senator  Neuberger.  You  provided  that 
they  could  go  N  their  fishing  grounds.  In 
all  candor,  thou^,  there  are  none  in  the 
Columbia  to  matcik  those  at  Celilo.  There 
is  no  other  place  at\;rhich  so  many  salmon 
can  be  caught. 

However,  I  do  want  teJ^ay  that  the  greatest 
escapement  up  into  theSheadwaters  of  the 
river  has  been  experience  this  year — way 
up  into  the  Salmon  and  tlN  Clearwater,  up 
into  the  Continental  Divld^  where  Lewis 
and  Clark  first  crossed  the  mountains.  This 
great  escapement  has  occurredS.  I  believe, 
because  Indian  fishery  formerly  ^ade  such, 
depreciations  on  the  fish  going  ttostream. 

But  your  committee  provides,  IV  think, 
quite  adequately,  $26,900,000.  Is  thi^  not 
the  correct  figure.  Colonel? 

If  it  is  not  correct,  would  you  correct  l^n 
the  record  for  me?  I  believe  it  is,  thou^ 
(The  Corps  of  Engineers  subsequently  ad^ 
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'^Article  entitled  “Monorail  and  Our 
Ra^d  Transit  Problems,”  published  In  the 
BerkIWey  (Calif.)  Dally  Gazette  on  June  22, 
1957.  \ 

By  Mr.  NEUBERGER: 

Poem  '^y  Norma  Farber  entitled  “The 
Night  Befere  America,”  published  in  the 
Christian  ^ience  Monitor  of  October  12, 

1956.  \ 

Article  entryed  “Miss  Patricia  Allen,  of 
Grants  Pass,  afkd  American  Friends  Service 
Conrmittee,”  froi^  the  Oregonian  of  August 
19,  1957.  \ 

Article  entitled  '^here  the  Old  West 
Lives  on,”  from  the  Reader’s  Digest  for  Sep¬ 
tember  1957.  \ 

Article  entitled  “Tlie'.^Lake  on  Top  of  a 
Volcano,”  written  by  William  E.  Bohn,  pub¬ 
lished  In  the  New  Lead^  for  August  26. 

1957.  \ 

ByMr.  CTJRTIS:  \ 

Statement  by  George  A.  CaMco,  In  oppo¬ 
sition  to  new  regluations  prowsed  by  the 
Alcohol  and  Tobacco  Tax  Unit  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service  of  the  UnltTO  States 
Treasury,  to  be  presented  August  27>1957. 

By  Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina; 
Article  entitled  "Personnel  Managerff^t  as 
a  Service  to  Agency  Operations,”  wrltt^by 
William  G.  Torpey,  and  published  in  Soe^al 
Science  for  June  1957. 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING  ON  NOMINA¬ 
TION  OF  ROBY  C.  THOMPSON  TO 
BE  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT 
JUDGE  FOR  THE  WESTERN  DIS¬ 
TRICT  OF  VIRGINIA 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary,  I  desire  to  give  notice  that  a  public 
hearing  has  been  scheduled  for  Tuesday, 
August  27,  1957,  at  11  a.  m.,  in  room  424, 
Senate  Office  Building,  upon  the  nomi¬ 
nation  of  Roby  C.  Thompson,  of  Vir¬ 
ginia,  to  be  United  States  district  judge 
for  the  western  district  of  Virginia,  vice 
Alfred  D.  Barksdale,  retired. 

As  the  indicated  time  and  place  all 
persons  interested  in  the  above  nomina¬ 
tions  may  make  such  representations  as 
may  be  pertinent. 


IRON  ORE  DEPOSITS  IN  MONTANA 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  in 
the  last  few  weeks  I  have  discussed  on 
the  senate  floor  the  recent  developments 
of  new  iron  ore  deposits  in  Montana. 
Available  reports  indicate  that  some  q| 
these  deposits  are  among  the  richest 
this  country.  These  iron  ore  depots 
immediately  awakened  interest  inr  the 
possibility  of  a  steel  mill  beingyestab- 
lished  in  my  State. 

My  distinguished  colleagues^Jlie  senior 
Senator  from  Montana  Murray] 

was  one  of  the  very  first  ^  realize  this 
great  potential,  and  has  ^rorked  unceas¬ 
ingly  toward  that  end.  ^nator  Murray 
has  explored  the  feasi^ty  of  a  steel  mill 
and,  while  his  untH?hrfg  efforts  have  re¬ 
sulted  in  generatii^ some  new  interest, 
we  Montanans  feal  that  our  State’s  in¬ 
dustrial  potentials  not  being  fully  util- 
ized. 

Senator  R^rray  has  a  long  and  envi¬ 
able  record/of  working  toward  the  de- 
velopmenyof  Montana.  This  new  steel 
industrjj/is  only  one  of  the  many  in¬ 
stance 

Mp/^President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sei^hat  an  editorial  from  the  August  15 


issue  of  the  Lewistown  Daily  News  com¬ 
mending  Senator  Murray  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Congressional  Record, 
along  with  an  editorial  that  appeared 
in  the  Great  Falls  Tribime,  of  Great 
Falls,  Mont.,  dated  August  23,  having 
to  do  with  Senator  Murray  and  his  posi¬ 
tion  in  re  the  mineral  price  program. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editori¬ 
als  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[From  the  Lewistown  (Mont.)  Daily  News  of 
August  15,  1957] 

Murray  and  Steel  Mill  Research 

The  dreams  of  a  steel  mill  for  central 
Montana  could  become  a  reality. 

If  they  do  not,  it  won’t  be  because  a  num¬ 
ber  of  central  Montanans  and  United  States 
Senator  James  E.  Murray  haven’t  tried  in 
every  way  to  bring  such  an  industry  here. 

Much  has  been  said  and  done  in  the 
exploration  of  the  feasibility  of  a  steel  mill 
here,  but  Murray’s  ofiSce  is  the  first  to  ac¬ 
knowledge  the  fact  that  we  are  doing  little 
more  than  scratching  the  surface  thus  far. 
Extensive  investigation  lies  ahead,  and  the 
senior  Montana  Senator  has  a  number  of 
agencies  making  Inquiries  regarding  the  var¬ 
ious  possible  methods  that  could  be  used  to 
operate  a  steel  mill  in  this  area. 

Preliminary  studies  have  not  been  dlsj 
BOuraging.  'With  a  bit  of  good  fortune  b.i 
the  type  of  work  that  Murray  Is  puttpig 
fo^.th  in  Washington,  D.  C.,  such  an  ind^try 
welr^might  be  established  here  eventiyfily. 

If  "istudies  continue  to  show  that  there 
would^’toe  a  good  chance  for  a  finaircial  suc¬ 
cess  for  'a  steel  mill  in  central  Montana,  then 
it  will  b^up  to  the  State  plamUng  board  to 
do  its  utmost  to  interest  styfi  companies 
in  coming  \ere. 

All  of  thls'xwon’t  happer^omorrow.  But 
the  groundwork  is  now  b^ng  handled,  and 
handled  well,  by  Murry’s  leadership  in 
Washington. 

It  is  Indeed  enco,tu)6ging  when  a  Senator 
finds  the  time  ancU^nergy  to  pursue  such 
a  full-scale  researrfiL  However,  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  new  St^Je  inhustries  is  a  foremost 
project  with  Mtoray.  \ 

In  recent  sn^^hes  he  hM  pointed  out  that 
the  economl^l  condition  ^  the  State  is  not 
good.  Reajizing  the  Importtoce  now  of  new 
Industrie^or  the  State,  Murm^y  has  devoted 
a  great^eal  of  time  toward  fbe  investiga¬ 
tion  off  a  possible  steel  mill.  \ 

tre  are  a  number  of  obstacl^  to  over¬ 
come  before  a  steel  industry  couldNmake  its 
TOfy  to  central  Montana,  but  there  li^us  been 
mthlng  yet  which  has  discouraged  tke  ob- 
^Jectlve  one  iota.  On  the  contrary,  there 
have  been  a  number  of  encouraging  s^ns 
for  such  a  steel  mill  in  the  future. 

[From  the  Great  Falls  (Mont.)  ’Tribune  of’ 
August  23,  1957] 

Senator  Murray  Baps  Makeshift  Mineral 
Price  Program 

Senator  James  E.  Murray  has  voiced  sharp 
pertinent  criticism  of  the  Eisenhower  ad¬ 
ministration’s  long-range  mineral  program. 
The-  particular  target  of  the  Montana  Sena¬ 
tor’s  attack  is  the  proposed  administration 
bill  for  a  sliding  scale  of  lead  and  zinc  im¬ 
port  excise  fees.  ’This  he  describes  as  total¬ 
ly  inadequate.  He  adds,  however,  that  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  had  no  choice 
other  than  to  adopt  the  bill  when  it  learned 
that  any  other  tariff  legislation  would  meet 
the  disapproval  of  the  President. 

The  aim  of  this  proposed  tax,  which  Con¬ 
gress  is  being  urged  to  pass  before  adjourn¬ 
ment,  is  to  stabilize  the  price  of  lead  at  be¬ 
tween  16  and  17  cents  per  pound  and  the 
price  of  zinc  at  about  13  ]4  cents.  ’This  would 
be  attempted  by  a  tax  on  imports  of  these 
metals  when  domestic  prices  of  them  drop 
below  certain  levels.  It  involves  a  compli¬ 


cated  formula  but  the  effect  is  to  protect- 
United  States  lead  and  zinc  producers  against 
the  competition  of  foreign  suppliers. 

Canada  sells  the  United  Sta-tes  about  $80 
million  worth  of  these  2  metals  a  year  and 
is  making  vigorous  protest  to  the  State 
Department  about  this  measure.  Mexico, 
Peru,  and  Australia  have  also  entered  pro¬ 
tests. 

As  a  Washington  observer  points  out,  lead 
and  zinc  producers  in  this  country  are  hav¬ 
ing  trouble  now,  and  appear  to  be  headed' 
for  more.  ’They  need  help  and  on  the  record 
Congress  and  the  President  seem  willing  to 
give  them  some  help.  The  big  question  is 
whether  thi^  tax  is  the  proper  way  to  render 
aid. 

As  Senator  Murray  points  out,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  had  adeqi^te  power  and  authority 
under  the  escape  clause  of  the  Trade  Agree¬ 
ment  Act,  and  other  acts  of  Congress,  to 
immediately  4et  in  motion  machinery  fbr 
quick  adju^itoents  of  the  tariffs  on  lead  and 
zinc  at  a^falgher  figure  than  is  proposed  in 
this  measure.  That  would  have  been  a 
simpler  and  more  direct  way  to  provide  the 
deslr^  relief  to  the  domestic  producers. 


METAL  PRICES 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  in  receipt  of  a  telegram  from  an  old 
friend  of  mine,  Jimmy  Shea,  president 
of  the  Montana  Municipal  League,  which 
reads  as  follows: 

Butte,  Mont., 
August  25,  1957. 

Senator  Mike  Mansfield, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

People  engaged  in  mining  operations  and 
others  in  western  Montana  will  soon  be  in 
desperate  economic  need  due  to  deflated 
metal  prices.  Relief  must  be  forthcoming 
soon  to  avoid  serious  financial  setbacks  to  a 
large  number  of  people.  As  president  of  the 
Montana  Municipal  League,  I  urge  you  to 
prevail  upon  the  Tariff  Commission,  the 
Congress,  and  the  President  to  take  imme¬ 
diate  steps  to  help  the  mining  segment  of 
our  economy.  It  appears  that  fast  action 
will  be  necessary  to  avoid  mass  unemploy¬ 
ment  and  the  serious  effects  that  such  unem¬ 
ployment  would  bring  to  communities 
throughout  the  West. 

Jimmy  Shea, 

President  of  the  Montana  Municipal 
League. 

I  join  with  Mr.  Shea  in  urging  the 
President  to  do  something  about  this 
particular  situation,  because  lead  and 
zinc  are  in  the  doldrums,  and  if  some¬ 
thing  is  not  done  very  soon,  practically 
all  mines  producing  those  minerals  in 
this  country  will  be  shut  down.  Copper 
fs,  on  the  way  down,  because  we  find,  for 
example,  custom  smelters  have  quoted 
copter  prices  at  27^/2  cents  a  pound.  I 
rep^t  the  statement  that  on  the  richest 
hill  on^earth,  in  Butte,  Mont.,  it  costs  31 
cents  a'*^ound  to  produce  copper.  So  I 
earnestlj^^  hope  that  President  Eisen¬ 
hower,  under  the  escape  clause  contained 
in  the  reci:^ocal  trade  agreements,  will 
take  action-^and  soon — to  bring  relief 
to  lead  and  zii^b  producers  at  the  present 
time,  and  to  tlre^  copper  industry  when 
that  time  arrives^ 

!the  mutual  security  program 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  on  last  Friday,  August  23,  in  dis¬ 
cussing  the  mutual  security  program  in 
the  morning  hour,  I  pointed  out  that 
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the  Appropriations  Committee  of  the 
House  had  made  the  overall  assertion 
that  upward  of  $12  billion  is  available 
at  the  present  time,  and  therefore  only 
a  small  current  appropriation  for  the 
1958  program  is  necessary.  At  that  time 
I  inserted  the  conclusions  of  a  study  I 
had  had  made  and  which  indicated  that 
the  alleged  “availability”  of  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  was  an  erroneous  assumption. 

Again  at  my  request  the  ICA  and 
other  departments  of  the  Government 
have  assisted  my  staff  in  preparing  a 
statement  covering  this  entire  alleged 
“availability”  of  something  over  $12 
billion. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  this  statement,  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  to  be  accm-ate,  be  inserted  in  full 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  at  this  point 
in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

The  Alleged  Availability  op  $12  Billion 

FOR  THE  Mutual  Security  Program  in 

Fiscal  1958 

I 

The  claim  of  availability  Is  made  up  of  the 
following  figures; 

Billion 


Pipeline _  $6.  3 

Foreign  currencies -  2.  6 


Available _  8.  9 

House  additions: 

New  appropriation _ -  2.  5 

Keappropriatlon _  .7 


12.  1 

It  is  argued  that  these  available  funds  are 
ample  to  take  care  of  the  fiscal  1958  mu¬ 
tual  security  program  for  which  the  Presi¬ 
dent  originally  asked  $3.8  billion  (with  an 
additional  reappropriation  of  approximate¬ 
ly  $500  million). 

n 

The  foregoing  overall  figures  making  up 
$12  billion,  I  am  advised,  must  be  modified 
for  accuracy  in  the  following  respects: 

Through  an  unintentional  error  $700  mil¬ 
lion  was  included  twice — once  in  the  pipe¬ 
line  and  again  in  the  reapproprlation  for 
1958;  also  an  adjustment  is  necessary  to 
bring  these  figures  up  to  July  1,  1957. 

The  revised  figures,  therefore,  should  be: 

Billion 

Pipeline  ($6.3  billion  minus  $700  mil¬ 
lion  and  minus  the  adjustment  of 


$200  million) _ $5.  4 

Foreign  currencies _  2.  6 

Available _  8.  0 

House  additions  as  above _  3.  2 

Total . . 11.2 


In  my  remarks  of  last  Friday,  I  pointed 
out  that  foreign  currencies  amounting  to 
$2.6  billion  were  not  available  and  the 
reasons  were  set  forth  in  the  study  I  insert¬ 
ed  in  the  Record  at  that  time. 

If  we  deduct  the  $2.6  billion  in  foreign 
currencies  from  the  total  of  now-available 
funds — namely,  $8  billion — we  arrive  at  the 
figure  of  $5.4  billion,  which  is  the  real  figure 
under  discussion.  This  was  the  figure  the 
House  used  to  justify  the  House  appropria¬ 
tion  of  approximately  $1.2  billion  below  the 
President's  first  request  and  approximately 
$800  million  below  the  authorization  bill  as 
passed  by  the  House  and  Senate, 
m 

The  question  Is  whether  we  can  rely  on 
any  of  the  pipeline  “availability'*  to  take 
care  of  the  1958  planned  program.  What  is 


not  generally  understood  Is  that  with  the 
continuing  security  program,  the  pipeline 
“hardware”  is  constantly  moving  and  also 
whatever  economic  aid  is  started  on  its  way. 
Because  of  the  so-called  lead  time  neces¬ 
sary,  especially  for  military  hardware,  we 
find  that  we  have  to  figure  on  a  period  of 
from  2  to  3  years  before  deliveries  to  fulfill 
our  commitments,  and  the  amounts  payable 
therefore  do  not  become  due  until  those  de¬ 
liveries  are  made.  This  means  that  the 
figure  of  $5.4  billion  referred  to  above  has 
been  definitely  committed  lii  th^  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  continuing  program,  and  is  not 
available  for  the  1958  program. 

Both  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  of  the 
House  and  the  Foreign  Relations  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Senate,  in  their  extended  hear¬ 
ings,  received  full  evidence  with  regard  to 
these  pipeline  operations.  I  am  advised 
also  that  the  Appropriations  Committee  of 
the  House  and  now  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senate  have  both  received  the 
same  testimony. 

iv 

This  leaves  us  with  the  question  of  whether 
the  new  money  for  the  1958  program,  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  House  in  its  appropriation,  is 
adequate  for  our  needs. 

'This  new  money,  as  I  stated  above,  is 
comprised  of  the  following: 

Billion 


New  appropriation,  1958 _ $2.  5 

Reappropiration _  .  7 

Total . -  3.2 


During  the  past  year  the  entire  program  of 
so-called  foreign  aid  has  been  revised  due 
to  the  recommendations  of  the  elaborate 
study  that  was  made  by  both  the  House  and 
the  Senate.  In  the  Senate  I  was  personally 
familiar  with  all  these  studies  which  unani¬ 
mously  urged  that  our  mutual-security  pro¬ 
gram  be  continued  and  put  on  a  more 
permanent  basis.  The  studies  also  provided 
for  a  revolving  loan  fund  to  assist  backward 
countries  to  get  on  their  feet  economically 
and  to  help  them  in  their  striving  for  free¬ 
dom,  independence,  and  self-determination. 
It  was  felt  by  all  our  advisers  that  to  save 
these  underdeveloped  countries  from  slip¬ 
ping  behind  the  Iron  Curtain  because  of  their 
poverty,  it  would  be  necessary  to  help  them 
help  themselves  by  reasonably  long-term 
loans. 

To  keep  the  program  moving  and  especially 
to  insure  the  continuance  of  the  security  pro¬ 
gram  during  these  critical  years,  it  was  felt 
by  the  President  and  his  advisers,  and  care¬ 
fully  developed  in  the  testimony,  that  we 
would  need  $3.8  billion  for.  the  1958  program 
in  new  money — the  basic  purpose  of  which 
is  to  insure  the  security  of  our  own  United 
States.  These  figures  were  reduced  in  the 
conferences  between  the  Senate  and  the 
House  and  in  the  ultimate  authorization  bill 
to  $3.3  billion  in  new  money,  which  the  Presi¬ 
dent  stated  in  a  nationwide  broadcast  and 
reiterated  again,  is  the  lowest  figure  we  can 
safely  go  to  if  we  are  to  remain  in  a  position 
of  strength  to  meet  these  Communist  aggres¬ 
sions.  The  cut  by  the  House  of  over  $800 
million  below  the  authorization  is  before 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  at 
the  present  time. 

Let  me  point  out  that  in  the  cuts  made  by 
the  House  there  were  two  items  of  special 
danger  and  which  certainly  should  be  fully 
restored.  In  the  Congressional  Record  of 
August  20,  page  13926,  I  Inserted  a  break¬ 
down  of  the  various  titles  of  the  bill  indicat¬ 
ing  the  President’s  original  request,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  authorization,  the  House  authorization, 
the  conference  compromise  and  the  House 
appropriation  figures. 

The  two  cuts  to  which  I  now  wish  to  call 
attention  are  Title  II:  Defense  Support, 
where  the  authorization  conference  agreed  on 
a  figure  of  $750  million  and  the  House  cut 
this  to  $585  million  in  new  moneys — a  cut 


August  26 

of  $165  million.  The  danger  involved  here 
is  due  to  the  fact  that  defense  support  is 
what  is  needed  to  take  care  of  the  vital  and 
critical  areas  in  the  world  where  we  may  be 
subject  to  a  sudden  attack  at  any  time. 
These  critical  areas  are  five  in  number  and 
are  the  following:  Korea,  Formosa,  Vietnam, 
Pakistan,  and  Turkey.  We  simply  cannot 
afford  to  cut  our  defense  support  in  these 
areas.  These  countries,  for  example,  will 
immediately  have  to  begin  planning  to  re¬ 
duce  their  armed  forces  or  adjust  their  econ¬ 
omies  in  expectation  of  lessened  United 
States  aid. 

The  other  item  is  title  V,  entitled  "Special 
Assistance.”  This  is  the  Resident’s  discre¬ 
tionary  fund  to  be  used  anywhere  in  the 
world  in  case  of  a  sudden  emergency.  Orig¬ 
inally  the  President  asked  for  $300  million. 
The  House  Appropriation  drastically  cut 
this,  allowing  only  $175  million.  The  criti¬ 
cal  situation  in  the  Middle  East  and  espe¬ 
cially  the  recent  developments  in  Syria  high¬ 
light  the  danger  of  such  a  cut  in  this  fund. 

V 

It  is  my  sincere  hope  that  the  study  which 
I  presented  to  the  Senate  last  Friday  and  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Record,  and  this  study  which 
I  am  presenting  today  may  assist  us  in  ar¬ 
riving  at  our  final  conclusions  with  regard 
to  a  soi^nd  and  safe  appropriation  for  the 
1958  mutual  security  program.  _ 


•IteE  NEED  FOR  CONTINUED  OPPOSI- 
YiON  to  the  CHICAGO  WATER 

STEAL 

lA:.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
pleaAd  to  receive  this  morning  from  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Senate 
PublicAworkS  Committee  our  able  col- 
league,\the  senior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  \Mr.  Chavez]  confirmation  that 
there  wiN  be  no  action  attempted  this 
year  on  iAr.  2,  the  Lake  Michigan  water 
diversion  Bill. 

Chairman  Chavez  indicated: 

I  have  receded  numerous  letters  and  tele¬ 
grams  from  imerested  parties  in  the  Great 
Lakes  area  regMding  these  hearings.  I  have 
'  advised  those  parties  that  no  hearings  are 
scheduled  or  anWcipated  at  this  session  of 
Congress,  but  thaV  I  expect  to  schedule  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  matt»  early  next  year. 

Mr.  President,  l^hould  like  most  earn¬ 
estly  to  alert  all  interested  civic-minded 
folks  throughout  tnte  Great  Lakes  region 
to  the  danger  that  ^  R.  2  may  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Senate  Vublic  Works  Com- 
'  mittee  when  it  is  takem  up  early  in  the 
second  session.  \ 

►  I  will  not  attempt  at  Vhis  time  to  spell 
;  out  the  long  history  of  oiV  battle  against 

■  this  unfair,  unsound,  and  unconstitu- 

j  tional  legislation.  \ 

\  I  will  simply  state  that  ev^  reason  for 
'  our  past  opposition  to  the  Cmcago  water 
■steal  continues,  and  new  r^sons  have 
arisen,  as  well.  \ 

It  is  absolutely  absurd  for  tile  United 
States  Government  to  be  constructing 
with  our  good  neighbor,  Can^a,  the 
Great  Lakes-St.  Lawrence  seaway — a 
seaway  which  relies  upon  an  apmopri- 
lately  high  water  level  throughoirt  the 
i  lakes — while  at  the  same  time  to  allow 

■  a  disastrous  drop  in  that  water  levelX 

j  It  is  absolutely  absurd  and  self-cm- 
j  tradictory  for  the  United  States  to  ne 
.  engaged  in  talks  with  the  Government  m 
;  Premier  Dief enbaker  in  which  we  ask  f oX 
various  concessions  on  the  part  of  our 
,  Canadian  friends  on  matters  in  which  we 
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The  ni^ion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  iDfflcer  appointed  Mr.  Holland, 
Mr.  ScoTT/SMr.  Talmadge,  Mr.  Mundt, 
and  Mr.  Scho|:ppel  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the 


THE  DEPORl 
JAMES 


mON  OP  MRS, 
tSTERSON 


Mr.  MURRAY,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  t^have  printed  in 
the  body  of  the  REcoiiAa  letter  which  I 
had  delivered  last  Friday^to  Under  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  Christian^.  Herter. 

The  letter  concerns  oneNof  my  con¬ 
stituents,  James  Masterson,  ahd  his  wife, 
Doreen,  a  British  subject  wh^s  denied 
reentry  into  this  country  becauS^e  of  the 
construction  that  has  been  placM  upon 
section  212  (a)  (I)  (ii)  of  the  Imiliiigra- 
tion  and  Nationality  Act, 

When  his  wife  was  deported  Mr.  Mas¬ 
terson  accompanied  her  back  to  Ei^- 
land.  For  3  years  they  have  been  tr;^ 
ing,  unsuccessfully,  to  obtain  psrmission> 
from  our  Government  for  her  return. 

The  information  furnished  me  on 
this  case  by  the  State  Department  and 
the  Mastersons  indicates  that  her  re¬ 
admission  is  permissible,  and  that  an 
Injustice  is  being  done  a  devoted  husband 
and  a  woman  who  long  ago  repented  the 
errors  she  was  led  into  in  her  youth. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as- follows: 

United  States  Senate, 

Committee  on  Interior 

AND  Insular  Affairs, 

August  23, 1957, 

The  Honorable  Christian  A.  Herter, 

Under  Secretary  of  State,  Department 
of  State,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  I  am  writing  you  on 
behalf  of  one  of  my  constituents,  James  R. 
Masterson,  and  his  wife,  Doreen,  a  British 
subject  who  Is  denied  reentry  Into  this  coun¬ 
try  under  the  McCarran-Walter  Act. 

Masterson  accompanied  his  wife  to  Eng¬ 
land  when  she  was  deported  3  years  ago. 
Since  then  they  have  been  trying  to  obtain 
permission  for  her  to  return  to  this  country 
under  section  212  (a)  (I)  (li)  of  the  Immi¬ 
gration  and  Nationality  Act,  which  provides 
that  a  visa  may  be  issued  if  the  alien  “es¬ 
tablishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  consular 
officer  when  applying  for  a  visa,  and  th 
consular  officer  finds  that  since  the  termlM- 
tion  of  such  membership  or  affiliation,  aoch 
alien  is  and  has  been  for  at  least  5 yyears 
prior  to  the  date  of  application  for^  visa 
actively  opposed  to  the  doctrine,  rfogram, 
principles,  and  ideology  of  sucly^arty  or 
organizations,  or  the  section.^ubsidiary, 
branch,  or  affiliate  or  subdiv^on  thereof, 
and  (b)  the  admission  of  sucl^lien  into  the 
United  States  would  be  /in  the  public 
interest. 

It  appears,  on  the  b^s  of  Information 
furnished  me  by  the  State  Department  and 
the'  Mastersons,  thay  readmission  of  Mrs. 
Masterson  is  permisarole  under  present  law. 

It  appears  that  ^justice  is  being  done  a 
woman  who  has  l^g  ago  repented  the  errors 
of  her  youth. 

It  appears  tWat  an  injustice  is  being  done 
her  devoted  Wusband,  who  is  a  member  of  a 
highly  resj^cted  pioneer  family  of  Miles 
City,  Mo: 

^^It_  appears  that  a  decision  In  favor  of  her 
reenf^wlH  refiect  favorably  upon  the  United 
Statas Government. 

'FA  these  reasons  I  am  asking  you  per- 
lally  *o  review  the  case  and  take  appro- 
tlate  action. 


Here  Is  a  summary  of  the  background  on 
this  case: 

Before  the  Mastersons  met,  when  Mrs.  Mas¬ 
terson  was  about  19  years  of  age.  she  became 
engaged  to  a  man  about  12  years  her  senior 
who  was  a  member  of  a  branch  of  the  Eng¬ 
lish  Communist  Party.  During  this  period 
of  her  engagement,  which  was  also  during 
the  time  when  the  United  States.  Great 
Britain,  and  the  U.  S.  S.  R.  were  allied  in  war 
against  a  common  enemy,  she  Joined  the 
Communist  Party  and  the  Young  Commu¬ 
nist  League. 

In  1943  she  broke  her  engagement  with 
this  man  and,  in  turn,  in  either  1943  or  1944, 
she  terminated  he?' membership  in  the  Com¬ 
munist  Party  and  Young  Communist 
League. 

Masterson  served  with  the  United  States 
Army  Air  Force  in  England  during  World 
War  II.  He  married  fils  wife  in  1945.  She 
came  to  this  country  under  the  GI  bride 
program.  They  lived  in  Montana,  where  he 
attended  Montana  State  University,  earning 
B.  A.  and  M.  A.  degrees  in  1949  and  1950. 
Subsequently  they  lived  in  Seattle  and  Bos¬ 
ton.  where  he  did  postgraduate  work  at  the 
University  of  Washington  and  at  Harvard. 
On  April  24,  1951,  a  warrant  of  arrest 
as  issued  charging  that  Mrs.  Masterson  had 
;en  a  Communist  prior  to  entry  into  the 
Uffited  States  and  that  she  was  in  this  counv 
try  in  violation  of  United  States  immigration 
laws\  There  followed  hearings  and  appals 
and  her  de^iortation  to  England  on  AUgust 
27. 1954\ 

My  fil^  on  this  case  indicate  the  J/rtlowing 
significant  information: 

(1)  NumWous  affidavits  submU^led  to  ap¬ 
propriate  agtocies  in  behalf  oi/tAxs.  Master- 
son  certifyln^that  during  th^perlod  of  her 
membership  i^the  party  sjie  was  loyal  to 
her  governmentNand  her  church.  I  know  of 
no  evidence  to  the  contrwy. 

(2)  She  swore  t\at  terminated  mem- 


ist  Party  and  Young 
either  1943  or  1944 
se  or  similar  organ- 
ip  evidence  to  the 


bershlp  in  the  Com; 

Communist  League 
and  never  rejoine 
izatlons.  I  kno' 
contrary, 

(3)  Despite^er  youthfiihiess,  she  became 
disillusioned -with  the  Comi^unlst  Party  and 
terminated/^embership  in  Nit  long  before 
many  m^Ge  citizens,  who  nave  not  been 
denied  Evidence  in  this  countrV  as  she  has, 
did  so  ' 

(4h'While  in  Missoula,  Mont.,  ih  1948  she 
was/^sked  to  Join  the  Communist>Party  of 
tl>e  United  States.  She  refused  to  ^  so. 

(5)  Her  character,  devotion  to  dem^racy, 
'and  opposition  to  communism  have  be^  at¬ 
tested  to  by  substantial  citizens  in  both  \hls 
country  and  England,  including  a  dli 
gulshed  former  member  of  the  Montana  Stai 
University  faculty  and  a  former  RhodesN 
scholar  in  England. 

(6)  My  staff  discussions  with  the  State 
Department  Indicate  that  officers  of  the 
State  Department  are  not  fearful  that  ad¬ 
mission  of  Mrs.  Masterson  would  be  prejudi¬ 
cial  to  the  public  interest  or  endanger  the 
welfare,  safety,  or  security  of  this  country. 

(7)  The  director  of  the  visa  section  in  Lon¬ 
don  was  favorably  impressed  by  Mrs.  Mas¬ 
terson. 

But  Doreen  Masterson  apparently  is  not 
the  type  of  individual  who,  after  breaking 
with  the  Communist  Party,  seeks  the  spot¬ 
light  by  making  speeches  and  writing  arti¬ 
cles,  thus  creating  for  the  officials  who  must 
Judge  the  case  conveniently  tangible  evi¬ 
dence  of  anti-Communist  activity. 

You  know,  as  I  do,  that  repentance  before 
one’s  God,  family,  and  friends  can  be  at 
least  as  genuine  as  that  which  is  performed 
in  public.  You  know,  too,  as  I  do,  that  the 
person  who  does  not  have  the  faculty  for 
writing  or  public  speaking  can  nevertheless 
be  as  active  in  opposition  to  communism  as 
are  the  more  articulate  converts. 


Consider,  for  example,  this  notarized 
statement  submitted  in  her  behalf  by  ar 
American  teacher,  now  in  England,  who 
known  her  for  6  years: 

“I  became  acquainted  with  Doreen  Master- 
son  and  her  husband  while  working  in 
Seattle,  Wash.,  during  the  summer-of  1951. 

I  have  corresponded  with  them /regularly 
during  periods  when  we  have  not ^en  within 
visiting  distance.  Knowing  of ^er  legal  dif¬ 
ficulties.  I  am  glad  to  make  ^is  affidavit  to 
support  her  application  for gentry  into  the 
United  States.  She  and  Jner  husband  are 
personal  friends  of  mlne/and  I  have  a  high 
opinion  of  her  charact^ — not  least  because 
of  the  uncomplainlng/bourage  and  integrity 
with  which  she  has  met  the  hardships  of  the 
past  few  years. 

.  “Even  before  i^lnvolved  her  In  these  dif¬ 
ficulties,  Dore^  made  no  attempt  to  con¬ 
ceal  the  fact  ^at  as  a  girl  during  World  War 

II  she  had^oined  the  Young  Communist 
League,  ^e  soon  recognized  the  disparity 
between ^ommunism’s  professed  ideals  and 
its  actjrfal  practices,  became  disillusioned 
with  ^  as  a  vehicle  for  social  Idealism,  and 
disassociated  herself  from  it.  I  know  her  to 
be/4,  person  with  strong  democratic  Ideals 
^d-  the  courage  of  her  convictions.  Her 
/Convictions  and  Ideals  have  never  been  com- 

/ patible  with  Communist  practice;  for  she 
hates  Intolerance,  ruthlessness,  authoritar¬ 
ianism,  and  oppression  of  any  kind,  and  can¬ 
not  see  a  lost  kitten  without  taking  it  home. 
She  accompanied  my  wife  to  church  when 
they  were  together  and  during  the  5*4  years 
of  my  acquaintance  With  her  I  have  never 
known  her  to  be  hypocritical  or  to  express 
any  sentiment  whatever  suggestive  of  Com¬ 
munist  sympathies.  On  her  last  visit  to  us 
she  condemned  the  Russian  suppression  In 
Hungary  as  strongly  as  her  husband.  She 
is  definitely  not  the  sort  of  person  who 
should  be  barred  from  returning  to  the 
United  States  with  her  husband,  where  she 
has  many  friends,  of  whom  I  am  glad  to  be 
one.” 

Our  Government  is  one  which  recognizes 
human  values  above  all  else.  Therefore,  for 
the  sake  of  this  young  man  and  his  devoted 
wife,  I  ask  your  reconsideration  of  her  status, 
and  I  do  so  in  the  knowledge  that  the  final 
decision  must  be  yours.  I  ask  only  that  your 
finding  be  based  on  the  facts  as  I  have  tried 
to  present  them,  as  I  know  them,  and  as 
you  have  them  in  your  files. 

With  warm  personal  regards,  I  am. 
Sincerely  yours, 

James  E.  Murray, 

_ _ llaiisA  M9.t.ss...sensiiot:t,„, 


MUTUAL  SECURITY 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  one  of  the  most  important  exam¬ 
ples  of  the  value  of  the  mutual-security 
program  has  been  provided  by  a  sister 
republic — Guatemala. 

It  was  only  a  few  years  ago  that  world 
communism  got  its  first  real  foothold  in 
the  Western  Hemisphere.  The  people 
of  Guatemala  themselves  finally  got  rid 
of  the  foreign  yoke. 

Since  then,  Guatemala  has  been  the 
recipient  of  American  help. 

No  less  an  authority  than  the  distin- 
I  guished  and  very  hardheaded  corre- 
!  spondent,  Edwin  A.  Lahey,  of  the  Chi- 
■  cago  Daily  News,  attests  that  this  help 
‘  has  been  effective.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  his  article  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows; 
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Lahey  Feels  United  States  Aid  Should  Be 
Continued 
(By  Edwin  A.  Lahey) 

Guatemala  City.— Guatemala  has  been 
operated  for  3  years  as  a  laboratory  experi¬ 
ment  in  democracy.  This  experiment  has 
had  the  moral  and  financial  support  of  the 
United  States. 

In  the  uncertainty  created  by  the  assassi¬ 
nation  of  President  Carlos  Castillo  Armas, 
there  have  emerged  two  questions  of  vital 
and  Immediate  Importance  to  both  the 
United  States  and  Guatemala. 

1.  Has  the  Investment  of  the  United  States 
In  Guatemala  been  justified? 

2.  Should  the  United  States  Congress  re¬ 
new  its  faith  in  Guatemala  by  continued 
generosity  In  foreign  aid? 

The  answer  to  the  first  question  Is  an  un¬ 
qualified  “yes.”  The  United  States  has 
nothing  to  be  ashamed  of  in  its  strong  sup¬ 
port  of  the  late  President  Castillo  Armas. 
The  objective  evidence  in  Guatemala  sup¬ 
ports  this  statement. 

The  answer  to  the  second  question  in¬ 
volves  political  argument,  rather  than  an 
examination  of  the  record. 

But  it  can  only  be  "Yes”  If  Congress,  now 
about  to  appropriate  for  foreign  aid  for  fis¬ 
cal  1958,  wishes  to  protect  our  investment  In 
democracy  in  Gatemala. 

aid  withdrawal  invites  chaos 

Withdrawal  of  United  States  aid,  or  sub¬ 
stantial  reduction  of  it  at  this  critical  time, 
would  be  an  invitation  to  chaos  in  Guate¬ 
mala,  and  an  American  confessslon  of  fail¬ 
ure  in  the  project  we  undertook  when  we 
first  supported  Castillo  Armas  in  the  revo¬ 
lution  of  1954. 

It  was  then  that  the  Communist-domi¬ 
nated  government  of  Jacobo  Arbenz,  the 
only  Red  bastion  In  the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere,  was  overthrown. 

These  hard  political  facts  make  it  prob¬ 
able  that  the  Department  of  State  will  urge 
Congress,  If  Congress  needs  the  urging,  to 
back  Its  faith  In  Guatemalan  democracy 
with  money  in  the  coming  weeks,  when  ap¬ 
propriations  for  foreign  aid  are  voted. 

The  same  facts  make  it  probable  that  both 
civil  and  military  leaders  In  Guatemala  will 
strive  to  avoid  the  traditional  excesses  of 
Latin  American  politics  and  follow  the  mid¬ 
dle-of-the-road  policies  to  which  Castillo 
Armas  was  firmly  dedicated. 

Castillo  Armas  was  baited  and  badgered 
by  both  the  far  right  and  the  far  left  in 
Guatemala,  but  he  made  no  bones  about  his 
desire  to  shape  the  character  of  his  country 
to  something  resembling  that  of  its  political 
godfather  north  of  the  Rio  Grande. 

A  recent  official  progress  report  on  the  3 
years  under  Castillo  Armas  gives  a  conclu¬ 
sive  answer  to  the  question  whether  our  in¬ 
vestment  of  about  $60  million  in  direct 
grants  and  loans  since  1954  has  been  a  good 
one. 

That  money  has  helped  the  Guatemalan 
Government  launch  programs  to  improve  the 
lives  of  the  people,  particularly  in  the  rural 
areas,  and  to  help  them  help  themselves. 

The  assistance  has  been  translated  into 
roads,  low  cost  housing,  hospitals,  health 
centers,  and  education. 

PROGRESS  CALLED  MIRACULOUS 

Considering  the  opposition  that  Castillo 
Armas  had  from  both  the  far  right  and  the  ■ 
far  left,  it  is  a  modern  miracle  that  he  made 
as  much  progress  in  a  middle-of-the-road 
program  that  he  did. 

The  landed  barons  of  the  country,  for 
example,  wanted  revenge  against  the  shoe¬ 
less  proletarians  who  had  given  them  a  hard 
time  under  Communist  leadership  before 
1954. 

But  Castillo  Armas,  by  Presidential  decree, 
established  a  minimum  wage  law  for  agri¬ 
cultural  labor,  inadequate  even  by  Latin 
American  standards,  but  a  sign  of  his  sense 
of  moderation. 


And  in  recent  weeks,  the  late  President 
told  a  meeting  of  private  employers: 

“At  no  time  must  we  think  that  the  ex¬ 
ploitation  of  our  wealth  can  be  carried  out 
at  the  cost  of  Inhuman  exploitation  of  our 
workers,” 

When  he  died,  Castillo  Armas  was  try¬ 
ing  to  persuade  the  middle  and  upper  classes 
of  Guatemala  that  they  must  accept  the 
Income  tax  as  Inevitable.  This  tax  is  now 
under  consideration  in  Congress. 

At  the  working  class  level,  large  groups 
were  equally  impatient  with  the  Castillo 
Armas  government  and  unable  to  under¬ 
stand  the  slow  pace  of  its  reforms. 

The  labor  movement,  completely  domi¬ 
nated  by  Communists  under  the  Arbenz 
regime,  was  shattered  in  the  revolution. 

It  has  been  necessarily  slow  in  rebuilding, 
because  of  the  quarantine  against  Commu¬ 
nists. 

In  the  May  Day  parade  a  few  months  ago, 
which  the  late  President  reviewed  from  the 
balcony  of  the  national  palace,  workers  car¬ 
ried  angry  placards  denouncing  the  Govern¬ 
ment  as  antidemocratic  and  complaining 
about  their  own  wages  and  working  con¬ 
ditions. 

RICH,  POOR  FORGET  HOSTILITY 

The  most  remarkable  aspect  of  the  assas¬ 
sination  of  Castillo  Armas  was  the  evapora¬ 
tion  of  this  hostility  at  both  ends  of  the 
social  spectrum. 

Rich  and  poor  alike  suddenly  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  Castillo  Armas  had  done  a 
heroic  job  for  his  country  in  the  3  years  of 
his  service. 

Without  the  magic  spell  of  the  late  Presi¬ 
dent’s  sincere  devotion  to  his  country’s 
democratic  aspirations,  some  sort  of  a  mili¬ 
tary  coup  would  have  been  as  natural  in 
Guatemala  City  last  week  as  the  afternoon 
rains  that  come  plopping  out  of  tjhe  low 
clouds  with  deadly  regularity. 

- — . 

CIVIL  RIGHTS  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texa^  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  sober  second  thought  confirmei 
the  wisdom  of  the  compromise  agree¬ 
ment  on  the  jury-trial  amendment  wl^h 
the  House  leadership  reached^Pri^ay. 

The  compromise  is  not  one  tha£^-^tis- 
fles  everybody.  I  personally  beliei^’lhat 
the  Senate  version  of  the  mea^r^is 
stronger  in  every  respect.  f  \ 

It  is  my  hope  that  next  yey  we  will'" 
consider  the  whole  problem  of  /ury  trials 
for  criminal  contempt  case^  I  would 
urge  my  colleagues  to  hold  limg  and  care¬ 
ful  hearings  on  this  quesypn. 

I  believe  that  if  we  carf  consider  the 
matter  divorced  from  a  mghly  emotional 
issue  we  will  return  tcythe  Senate  bill. 

Give  and  take,  however,  is  not  a  one¬ 
way  street.  Men  of  minciple  have  yield¬ 
ed  on  both  sides  in  oyaer  to  make  possible 
a  forward  step  in/the  field  of  human 
rights. 

The  Washingt/n  Post  and  the  New 
York  Times  in  ^editorials  have  summed 
up  the  situation  with  precision.  I  ask 
unanimous  ccmsent  that  these  editorials 
be  printed  iryxhe  Record  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edi¬ 
torials  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  Sts  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Post  of  August  26, 
/  1957] 

/  Victory  for  Everyone 
agreement  among  leaders  of  both  par- 
yin  both  Houses  of  Congress  to  a  com- 
jmilse  on  the  civU  rights  bill  Is  an  act  of 
riuine  statesmanshp.  No  one  ought  to  dis- 
ss  lightly  the  difficulties  that  were  siu:- 
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mounted.  Political  advantage  was  subordi¬ 
nated  to  the  need  for  a  bill  which  can  become 
law  as  the  first  real  civil  rights  act  in  a  gen¬ 
eration  of  talk.  What  has  come  forth  is  truly  ^ 
a  bipartisan  measure  which  both  parties  car 
support  with  satisfaction.  This  is  the  cor 
sideration  which  ought  to  govern  dlscussli 
as  the  biU  comes  up  for  final  endorsematit. 

Like  many  compromises,  the  sp^lfic 
amendment  Is  something  less  than  ^eal. 
Supporters  of  the  jury-trial  guaran/r  are 
disappointed  because  the  amendmeirf  seems 
to  weaken  the  guaranty  (though  sus- 
jpect  that  this  will  be  the  case  mor^n  theory 
than  in  practice).  Champions  oiA  stronger 
jblll  are  equally  disappointed  because  the 
I  amendment  leaves  a  restriction  the  power 
of  Federal  judges  to  punish  oSmders  in  vot- 
ling-right  cases  for  criminay  contempt-of- 
'  court  orders. 

The  prime  virtue  of  the  anifendinent  is  that 

■  it  is  a  catalyst.  It  is  a  middle  course  be- 

■  tween  the  jury-trial  prov^ion  engineered  by 
'  Senate  Democrats  and  tae  modification  sug- 
^  gested  by  House  Repuhncan  Leader  Martin. 

:  Under  the  amendmen/  a  judge  will  be  em- 
:  powered  to  try  criminal  contempt  in  votlng- 

right  cases  with  or  ■vwthout  a  jury,  but  if  the 
)  punishment  exceey  $300  fine  or  45  days  in 
:  jail  a  defendant  will  be  entitled,  if  he  wishes, 
i  to  a  new  trial  befcre  a  jury  with  the  risk  of 
j  greater  penalty. /The  amendment  also  wisely 
I  narrows  the  uSry-trial  provision  to  cases 
j  involving  votmg  rights  and  makes  clear  that 
( the  penaltieyfor  unauthorized  use  of  testi- 
j  mony  beforar  the  new  Civil  Rights  Commis- 
i  Sion  apply  /a  disclosure  rather  than  to  news 
publlcatlo 

Republican  support  now  seems  assured  to 
push  tiA  bill  over  the  obstacle  course  set  up 
by  R^resentative  Howard  Smith  in  the 
Houser  Rules  Committee.  Attention  will 
theiyturn  to  the  Senate,  where  there  seemed 
to  ye  considerable  possibility  of  a  filibuster 
umll  Senator  Russell  made  his  conciliatory 
statement.  Southern  Democrats  who  ac- 
uiesced  in  the  Senate  bill  but  object  to  the 
ompromise  can  thank  Mr.  Smith’s  obstruc¬ 
tionism  for  much  of  their  dilemma.  Every 
day  that  he  delayed,  the  price  of  agreement 
went  up. 

On  this  point  the  country  must  now  hope 
that  Senator  Russell  and  his  southern  col- 
leauges  will  exercise  the  same  dignity  and 
forbearance  that  most  of  them  displayed  dur¬ 
ing  the  Senate  debate.  It  has  been  a  pain¬ 
ful  wrench  for  many  of  the  southerners  to 
yield  as  much  as  they  have  without  resort¬ 
ing  to  a  filibuster;  and  no  one,  in  asking  for 
\additional  restraint,  can  expect  them  to  en¬ 
dorse  the  bill.  But  both  sides  have  yielded 
lathis  classic  debate.  And  actually,  if  the 
billiaims  at  compliance  rather  than  punish¬ 
ment  and  if  southern  legislators  will  use 
their  "Influence  in  support  of  the  law.^the 
civil  pr^eedings  prescribed  in  the  bill  should 
suffice  aM  the  invocation  of  criminal  pen¬ 
alties  should  be  a  rare  thing.  If  the  defiance 
of  a  court  ol(der  were  serious  enough  to  war¬ 
rant  crimina^unishment,  in  all  probability 
most  judges  w^ld  conclude  that  a  jury  trial 
was  called  for  a^how. 

From  the  outs^kthis  newspaper’s  concern 
In  appraising  the  parlous  changes  in  the 
civil-rights  bill  has  b^n  to  obtain  a  workable 
measure  that  could  actually  be  passed.  We 
believe  that  the  compremise  bUl,  whatever 
the  disappointments  ovek  individual  details 
and  omissions,  should  affNd  real  protection 
of  voting  rights  and  encourage  respect  for 
other  rights.  The  common  ^nominator  of 
agreement  that  has  been  evolVed  in  a  mas¬ 
terful  achievement.  The  couM-y  has  real 
cause  for  gratitude  to  the  memm^s  of  both 
parties  who  have  composed  thelr^fcars  and 
differences  in  meeting  a  national  n^d. 

[Prom  the  New  York  Times  of  Augii^  25, 
1957] 

A  Civil-Rights  Bm. 

It  now  seems  evident  that  a  clvll-rlghf 
bill  will  be  adopted  by  Congress  this  week' 
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and  seW  to  the  President.  A  compromise 
has  bee]^-eached  and  announced  on  some 
controversial  points.  There  is  little  likeli¬ 
hood,  now,\f  any  Insurmountable  obstacle 
to  passage. 

In  the  form''Oiat  Is  now  agreed  upon  the 
measure  Is  not  strong  as  we,  and  other 
exponents  of  th^^lvil-rights  cause,  might 
lems  In  respect  to  n^ial  minorities,  rights  of 
citizenship,  school,  ai^  other  social  integra- 
dent  Elsenhower  proj^ed  and  urged.  It  Is 
not  an  ultimate  solutioiMf  a  variety  of  prob¬ 
lems  In  respect  to  raclaX  minorities,  rights 
of  citizenship,  school  and\ther  social  inte¬ 
gration,  and  human  undersftmdlng. 

Nevertheless,  an  immens^tstep  can  be 
taken.  When  the  Congress  ado«s  this  mea¬ 
sure  It  will  be  in  the  first  real  leWslatlon  In 
the  field  of  civil  rights  on  bshaU  of  our 
racial  minority  in  almost  80  years.  It  will  be 
the  first  legal  attempt  to  provide  t^  ma¬ 
chinery  for  making  the  14th  amendro^nt  a 
reality. 

What  Is  more,  it  will  have  been  pro^d 
that  the  senatorial  roadblock  to  remedia 
legislation  is  not  completely  impassable,  It> 
will  also  have  been  proved  that  the  spirit  of 
compromise  and  desire  to  effect  a  meeting 
of  minds  has  not  been  lost  in  even  so  contro¬ 
versial  a  field. 

The  legislation,  as  it  is  now  being  readied 
for  submission,  really  confines  itself  to  vot¬ 
ing  rights.  The  restriction  may  be  too  nar¬ 
row,  but  within  this  limitation  there  are 
provisions  for  genuine  enforcement.  The 
“teeth"  have  not  been  withdrawn.  The  con¬ 
stitutional  provision  for  the  right  of  jury 
trial  has  been  upheld,  but  there  has  been 
an  honest  effort  to  prevent  the  devotion  to 
this  principle  from  becoming  an  instrument 
for  the  denial  of  human  rights. 

Among  those  rights.  In  the  political  sense, 
that  of  the  free  ballot  is  of  first  importance. 
This  is  a  civil  right,  in  the  best  sense,  and 
one  of  the  purposes  of  the  legislation  is  to 
make  it  secure.  A  denial  of  such  a  right 
can  be  criminal  and  the  legislation  pro¬ 
vides  for  punishment. 

There  will  doubtless  be  extended  argu-  ' 
ment  as  to  whether  this  is  half  a  loaf,  a 
tenth  of  a  loaf  or  three-quarters  of  a  loaf. 
It  will  not  be  denied  that  in  any  case  It  Is 
better  than  no  bread.  A  rnovement  in  the 
right  direction  Is  being  made.  It  is  also  a 
movement  in  the  right  direction  that  the 
conferees  have  decided  to  drop  the  provision 
under  which  newspapermen  could  have 
been  penalized  for  reporting  the  activities 
of  the  Civil  Bights  Commission  that  Is  to  be 
established.  The  press  and  the  public  also 
have  rights  that  need  continued  protection. 

It  is  important  now,  that  all  of  us  realize 
that  the  adoption  of  one  bill  Is  no  panacea. 
There  is  still  a  long  way  to  go  before  we  can 
establish,  for  ourselves  and  for  the  worldy' 
that  there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  a  secoM 
class  citizen  In  this  country.  The  pres/mt 
measure  moves  toward  that  eventual  'goal. 
Its  adoption  should  make  it  easier  for ^hers 
that  must  follow. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Pres^^nt,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Xyield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  to  say  that 
I,  too,  am  disappointed  ^at  the  Senate 
version  of  the  civil-righxs  bill  having  to 
do  with  jury  trials  vijts  not  accepted  in 
toto.  I  am  disaj^ointed  because  it 
seems  to  me  that  in^rriving  at  a  compro¬ 
mise  those  who, Reached  it  have  come 
up  with  the  id^  that  days  and  dollars 
can  work  outyQie  difference  between  us, 
and  that  tl^ procedure  of  a  jury  trial 
itself  as  allied  to  all  criminal  contempt 
cases  ca^^e  compromised  in  this  man¬ 
ner. 


I  am  certainly  in  accord  with  what  the 
Senator  from  Texas  has  stated.  I  know 
how  long  he  has  worked  to  bring  about 
a  workable  and  enforceable  civil-rights 
voting  bill,  but  I  am  disappointed  that 
there  has  been  written  into  the  bill  a 
compromise  of  the  jury-trial  amendment 
as  passed  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  thank  the  Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  TO 
11  A.  M.  TOMORROW 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
when  the  Senate  concludes  its  business 
today  it  stand  in  adjournment  until 
11  a.  m.  tomorrow. 

THE  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

O^ER  LIMITING  DEBATE  DURING 
mNING  HOUR  TOMORROW 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi 
dent,  I  \(Sk  unanimous  consent  th^ 
when  the\senate  convenes  tomorr9w, 
during  the  tisual  morning  hour  for/the 
transaction  ^routine  business, ^ate^ 
ments  of  Sena^rs  be  limited  to  Js  min 
utes. 

The  PRESIDINdl  OFFICER/  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  orated 

H.  R.  6127— COMPRd|$ISrNG  CIVIL 
RIGHT 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Presi^nt,  despite 
its  “compromise”  laCbel,  and  etespite  the 
fact  that  the  zeal/of  many  to  mss  a  so- 
called  civil-rights  bill  may  cau^  them 
to  accept  imsomid  provisions  of  t^  bill, 
I  hope  a  su^ient  number  of  voteXcan 
be  obtaine^  to  defeat  the  compror 
amendment  regarding  the  jury  trft 
provisionr  of  H.  R.  6127. 

Mr.  president,  the  plain  provisions  of 
the  ^th  amendment  to  the  United 
Stat/s  Constitution  provide,  “In  all 
crminal  prosecutions,  the  accused  shall 
ijoy  the  right  to  a  speedy  and  public 
trial,  by  an  impartial  jury  of  the  State 
and  district  wherein  the  crime  shall 
have  been  committed.” 

I  will  accept  the  argument  that  a 
court’s  power  includes  the  power  to  im¬ 
prison  for  direct  contempt  to  enforce 
compliance  with  its  order.  This  was  ex¬ 
cepted  by  implication  when  the  sixth 
amendment  was  adopted. 

However,  we  plainly  violate  that  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  Constitution  when — in  a 
wholesale  fashion — we  transfer  great 
segments  of  our  criminal  law  over  to 
courts  of  equity  for  enforcement  and 
command  those  courts  to  assume  juris¬ 
diction,  and  then  permit  trial  and  pun¬ 
ishment  for  crime  without  a  jury  trial. 
No  clever  use  of  words  or  distinctions  or 
legal  arguments  can  change  the  realities 
of  this. 

Furthermore,  the  expressed  language 
of  the  amendment  recognizes  this  prin¬ 
ciple  when  the  amendment  makes  a 


jury  trial  mandatory  if  the  punishment 
is  to  be  beyond  $300  fine  or  45  days  ir 
jail.  Having  recognized  this  right 
trial  by  jury,  the  right  cannot  be 
and  conferred  as  to  one  quanti^  of 
punishment  and  withheld  as  to  a/uther 
quantity  of  punishment.  Only  Con¬ 
stitution  could  make  such  a  di^inction, 
and  none  is  made  by  that  document. 

Regardless  of  the  subjejjt  matter  of 
the  bill  in  which  such  a  /wmpromise  is 
found,  we  shall  regret  day  that  we 
set  the  following  two  precedents : 

First.  When  we  trjmsfer  a  great  vol¬ 
ume  of  criminal  lajiv  over  to  a  court  of 
equity  for  enforc^ent. 

Second.  When/  we  violate  the  jury 
trial  mandate/ of  the  Constitution  by 
evasive  “spliy  level”  quantities  of  pun¬ 
ishment.  / 

I  shall  We  heard  further  on  this  sub¬ 
ject  at  y  later  stage  of  the  debate. 

The,PRESrDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
furt^r  morning  business?  If  not, 
movning  business  is  closed. 

.Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
[Uggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  imanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Carlson  in  the  chair.)  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  it  is  so  ordered. 


/ 


HOURS  OF  DAILY  MEETING  AND 
LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that,  fol¬ 
lowing  tomorrow,  and  for  the  remainder 
of  the  week,  it  be  in  order  for  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  convene  at  10  o’clock. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi- 
^nt.  I  should  like  to  announce  that  it 
iXvery  likely  that  the  Senate  will  hold 
fing  sessions  during  this  week.  We 
shalKmake  every  possible  attempt  to 
concliJde  the  business  of  the  Congress 
by  Saturday  evening. 

The  Sertate  will  convene  at  11  a.  m.  to¬ 
morrow,  ai^,  under  the  order  just  en¬ 
tered,  will  cXjvene  at  10  o’clock  during 
the  remaindei^f  the  week. 

I  want  all  Senators  to  be  on  notice  that 
their  presence  is\ikely  to  be  necessary 
for  the  entire  week 

We  expect  to  briW  up  several  im¬ 
portant  pieces  of  proposed  legislation, 
including  the  mutual  ^curity  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  the  civil  n^ts  bill,  the 
postal  pay.  bill,  the  classified  pay  bill, 
and  many  other  bills  which^W^ve  pre¬ 
viously  announced,  and  which^ave  been 
cleared  on  the  calendar.  JiiM  when 
each  one  will  be  brought  up,  no  ^e  can 
tell;  but  I  wish  to  give  the 
leader  advance  notice,  and  I  wish 'this 
to  be  notice  to  all  other  Members  of  tke 
Senate,  that  we  shall  make  a  determine? 
effort  to  conclude  our  woik  this  week. 
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united  states  foreign  policy 

AND  THE  COMMUNIST  COUP  IN 

SYRIA— MUTUAL  SECURITY  AP¬ 
PROPRIATIONS 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
;  Senator  from  Texas  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  wish  to  be  recognized 
for  a  few  minutes.  I  understand  that 
morning  business  has  been  concluded. 
'  Will  the  Senator  from  Texas  permit  me 
to  request  imanimous  consent  to  speak 
at  this  time? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Certainly. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  the 
American  press  is  now  being  very  much 
occupied  and  United  States  foreign  pol¬ 
icy  is  being  very  much  concerned  with 
the  Communist  coup  in  Syria.  I  think 
that  situation  constitutes  a  most  potent 
argument  in  favor  of  having  the  Senate 
vote  to  appropriate  the  fulh  amount  of 
the  authorized  appropriatP^  for  mutual 
security  for  this  year,  namely,  $3,386,- 
860,000.  That  amount  was  very  sharply 
cut  in  the  other  body.  I  understand  that 
the  mutual  security  appropriation  bill  is 
being  reported  today  by  the  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  in  an  amount 
very  much  nearer  to  that  with  which  the 
Mutual  Security  Agency  and,  indeed,  our 
country  can  live. 

In  my  opinion,  Mr.  President,  the 
Syrian  coup  reflects  so  immediately  upon 
j  this  question,  that  I  desire  to  address  the 
Senate  for  a  few  minutes  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  President,  the  Communist  coup  in 
Syria  presents  a  grave  threat  to  the  free 
^  world,  because  the  Soviet  Union  is  estab¬ 
lishing  a  base  of  operations  in  the  east¬ 
ern  Mediterranean  for  the  pursuit  of  its 
objectives  to  cut  off  the  oil  of  the  Middle 
East  and  subvert  the  nations  there.  The 
irresponsible  supplying  of  arms  by  the 
Soviet  Union  and  its  satellites  to  Egypt 
and  Yemen,  and  now  to  Syria,  could  also, 
at  a  moment’s  notice,  plunge  any  one  of 
them  into  a  military  adventure  disas¬ 
trous  to  the  entire  Middle  East.  During 
these  few  minutes,  I  propose  to  suggest  a 
series  of  measures  which  might  be  under¬ 
taken  by  our  Government  to  combat  this 
new  danger. 

First.  Under  the  Eisenhower  doctrine, 
nations  in  the  Middle  East  which  are 
threatened  by  international  communism 
may  request  our  assistance.  Without 
delaying  to  wait  for  precise  legal  deter¬ 
minations  on  the  political  complexion  of 
the  government  of  Syria,  it  seems  obvious 
that  we  now  should  be  strengthening  the 
countries  which  border  on  Syria  and 
which  may  be  threatened  by  her  aggres¬ 
sion.  In  the  light  of  this  new  danger, 
we  should  be  reviewing  and  strengthen¬ 
ing  our  programs  of  assistance  to  na¬ 
tions  which  are  clearly  alined  with  the 
free  world,  such  as  Turkey,  Iraq,  Jordan, 
and  Israel. 

Certainly  the  mutual-security  appro¬ 
priations  for  that  purpose  should  not  be 
cut. 

Second.  Our  military  assistance  policy 
should  emphasize  self-defense,  and 
should  avoid  exacerbation  of  an  arms 
race  in  the  Middle  East.  Our  assistance 
to  the  Middle  East  should  be  heavily 
economic  aid.  Now  is  the  time  to  press 


forward  with  the  highly  constructive 
and  imaginative  program  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Jordan  River  Valley, 
which  was  offered  to  the  Arab  States 
and  Israel  by  Ambassador  Eric  John¬ 
ston  several  years  ago.  This  program 
was  killed  by  a  political  veto  by  Syria. 
I  understand  that  Syria  can  very  well 
be  left  out  of  it,  and  that  the  program 
can  be  consummated  through  using  a 
United  Nations  agency  as  a  managerial 
body,  simply  by  means  of  cooperation 
with  both  Jordan  and  Israel.  This  proj¬ 
ect  alone  will  resettle  150,000  to  200,000 
Arab  refugees,  representing  in  toto  ap¬ 
proximately  900,000  persons  who  are  the 
hard  core  of  the  most  nettling  problem 
in  that  entire  area  of  the  world. 

Third.  'The  Soviet  Union’s  main  in¬ 
terest  in  Syria  may  arise  from  the  fact 
that  Syria  can  at  any  time — as  it  did 
during  the  Suez  crisis — cut  off  the  oil 
pipelines  which  carry  vital  fuel  to  West¬ 
ern  Europe  from  Saudia  Arabia  and 
Iraq.  Therefore,  it  is  vital  that  the 
Western  World,  under  our  leadership, 
accelerate  its  plans  and  programs  for 
developing  alternate  routes  of  supply. 
We  must  encourage  the  building  of  tank¬ 
ers  to  carry  oil  by  sea,  and  we  must 
encourage  the  construction  of  new  pipe¬ 
lines,  such  as  the  pipeline  from  Iraq  to 
Turkey,  and  the  one  using  the  shorter 
route  from  the  Gulf  of  Aqaba,  across 
Israel,  to  the  Mediterranean.  At  the 
same  time,  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  the 
British  oil  companies  will  now  be  dis¬ 
suaded  by  the  Syria  coup  from  aban¬ 
doning  their  existing  oil  facilities  in 
Israel.  The  Syrian  coup  argues  for  ex¬ 
pansion,  not  contraction,  of  oil  facil¬ 
ities  secure  to  the  free  world. 

Fourth.  I  urge  that  a  major  effort  be 
made  at  this  time  to  solve  the  Palestine- 
Arab  refugee  problem.  It  is  one  of  the 
major  problems  in  that  entire  area  of 
the  world.  All  governments  in  the  Mid¬ 
dle  East,  and  especially  those  which 
have  been  expanding  their  economies  by 
the  development  of  oil  resources,  should 
be  encouraged  to  accept  their  share  of 
the  responsibility  in  the  resettlement  of 
the  Arab  refugees.  Mr.  President,  if  all 
states  in  the  region — both  Israel  and  the 
Arab  countries — agreed  to  contribute  to 
a  solution  by  accepting  refugees  for  re¬ 
settlement  and  by  compensating  refugees 
for  abandoned  and  confiscated  property, 
there  would  be  a  substantial  measure  of 
progress  toward  development  and  peace. 
The  United  Nations  Relief  and  Works 
Agency,  now  caring  for  the  Arab  refu¬ 
gees,  expires  on  June  30,  1960.  It  is  time 
to  consider  placing  a  greater  responsi¬ 
bility  on  the  host  governments,  if  they 
continue  to  oppose  resettlement  effoi-ts. 

Mr.  President,  by  way  of  conclusion, 
let  me  say  that  we  must  not  be  frus¬ 
trated  or  dismayed  by  the  Syrian  coup. 
We  must  react  to  it  in  an  aflii'mative  and 
vigorous  way.  I  suggest  that  we  react 
to  it  by  bypassing  this  particular  area 
and  by  working  with  peoples  in  the 
Middle  East  who  will  work  with  us,  and 
by  working  on  the  manifest  problems 
there.  The  best  way  to  deal  with  Syria 
and  Egypt  is  to  isolate  them4n  the  Arab 
world. 

Continued  Soviet  infiltration  and  sub¬ 
version  in  the  Middle  East  have  been  fa¬ 
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cilitated  by  the  disunity  of  the  region. 
Our  Government  should  now  exercise 
every  resource  to  promote  cooperation 
and  peace  in  the  area.  The  development 
of  the  Johnston  plan  for  the  Jordan 
River  waters,  the  building  of  alternate 
oil  pipelines,  the  expansion  of  economic 
aid  and  technical  assistance,  and  the  ob¬ 
servance  of  the  Eisenhower  doctrine, 
which  seals  off  that  area  from  Commu¬ 
nist  aggression,  will  contribute  to  the 
attainment  of  stability,  and  all  of  them 
will  foster  conditions  making  for  a 
peace  settlement. 

As  a  leader  of  the  free  world,  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  must  go  forward  now  in  an 
affirmative  way. 

The  subversion  of  Syria  and  its  ap¬ 
parent  capitulation  to  the  Kremlin’s  in¬ 
fluence  must  serve  as  a  stern  warning 
to  all  the  other  nations  of  the  Middle 
East  that  they  will  not  preserve  their 
independence  or  secure  the  prosperity 
and  welfare  of  their  people  by  following 
Syria’s  example,  nor  will  they  defend 
themselves  from  the  threat  of  Soviet  sub¬ 
version  and  aggression  by  persisting  in 
intraregional  conflict.  They  owe  it  to 
themselves  to  settle  their  disputes,  to 
make  peace,  and  to  work  together  for 
the  cause  of  freedom. 

Mr.  President,  in  order  to  accomplish 
our  policy,  we  need  the  sinews  and  the 
means,  and  these  are  contained  in  the 
appropriations  for  mutual  security.  If 
we  fail  to  make  adequate  appropria¬ 
tions — and  that  is  something  we  con¬ 
trol — we  shall  be  failing  to  read  the  les¬ 
son  of  the  Syrian  coup  in  the  interests  of 
our  national  security.  And  that  lesson  is 
written  large  upon  the  wall. 


\  THE  CALENDAR 

Vhe  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  now  proceed  to  consider  the 
billsVnd  other  measures  on  the  calendar. 

Mr\TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  in 
view  oMhe  fact  that  all  the  measures  on 
the  cal^dar  will  be  objected  to,  down 
to  Calencter  No.  1037,  except  for  Calen¬ 
dar  No.  8w,  House  bill  38,  Calendar  No. 
733,  House^^ill  1733,  and  Calendar  No. 
415,  Senate^ill  931,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that\vith  those  exceptions,  the 
call  of  the  ca\ndar  begin  at  Calendar 
No.  1037.  In  otr^er  words,  preceding  Cal¬ 
endar  No.  1037,\here  are  three  bills  to 
which  we  do  not\pbject.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  tha\  the  Senate  proceed 
to  consider  CalendaVNo.  415,  Senate  bill 
931,  Calendar  No.  73^  House  bill  1733, 
and  Calendar  No.  873,)House  bill  38;  and 
that  upon  the  comple^n  of  action  on 
those  measures,  the  nex^ieasure  on  the 
calendar  to  be  called  b^Calendar  No, 
1037.  V 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered.  \ 

Calendar  No.  415,  Senate  bil\fl31,  will 
now  be  stated.  \ 


BILL  PASSED  OVER  \ 

The  bill  (S.  931)  to  provide  for\he 
reorganization  of  the  safety  functiofc 
of  the  Federal  Government,  and  fA 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed 

Federal  employees'  pay-incre^e  bills.  Sen.  Barrett 
introduced  bill  to  extend  WoolNAct  for  4-year  perioc^ 
more  agricultural  limestone. 


tual  security  appro pri at iojaf^ bill.  Senate  passed 

d  36  other  senators 
Rep.  Polk  urged  ACP  to  use 


1.  l^UTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958.  Passed,  62>-25,  as  reported  this  bill, 
H.  R.  9302.  By  a  59-28  vote,  agreed  to  the  committee  amendment  increasing  the 
amount  by  ^225  million.  Senate  and  House  conferees  -were  appointed,  pp. 

14609-20,  14623-5,  14630-49,  14736 


PERSONNEL.  Passed,  6^0  22,  without  amendment  H.  R.  ^2,  to  increase  the  pay 
of  classified  emplhvees  by  11  percent  vath  a  ceiling  inVease  of  -^1,000  and  a 
provision  that  thybill  shall  not  increase  salaries  abov^l6,000.  Rejected  an 
amendment  by  Sen./l'forton  to  reduce  the  increase  to  7'2  percent.  This  bill  77111 
now  be  sent  to  ine  President,  pp.  14<665— 70  ^ 

Passed,  ^  to  17,  without  amendment  H.  R.  2474,  the  postal  employees'  pay- 
increase  biy^  This  bill  will  novir  be  sent  to  the  President*  p{?»  14655—65 

3,  BUILDINGS./ The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  V7ith  ameno^nts  S.  2533, 
to  auth^ize  GSA  to  lease  space  for  Federal  agencies  for  periods  n^  exceeding 
15  ye^^(S.  Rept.  II46).  p.  14598 


4,  V^AR  /ONERS.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  without"  amendment  H.  R.  It 
continue  title  II  of  the  First  v7ar  Powers  Act,  1941,  v^hich  authorizes 
Special  procurement  procedures  (S.  Rept.  1152).  p.  I4683 


16,  to 


;iV^  RIGHTS.  Began  consideration  of  the  compromise  civil  rights  bill  (H.  R. 
6l^)  as  agreed  to  by  the  House  earlier  in  the  day.  Rejected,  18-66,  a  motioi 
by  ^n.  Thurmond  to  refer  the  bill  to  the  Judiciary  Committee,  pp,  1^673-82 
^e  Judiciary  Committee  reported  vrithout  amendment  S.  J,  Res,  80,  propos¬ 
ing  an\merdment  to  the  Constitution  relative  to  equal  rights  for  men  and  jromen 
(S.  Rep^  1150),  p.  14598 


6,  FARM  PRICES X  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  article  by  Barrow  Lyons,  ’Hinitq/i 
Survey  Shows  ^Farmers  Main  Victims  of  Squeeze,”  p’,  I46C6 

HOUSE 


States 


«  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  ^Rep.  Polk  urged  an  Increased  use  of  agricul^ral  limestone 
for  greater  calcium'^n  foods,  and  criticized  alleged  USDA  con^rictions  on 
payments  for  limestot\  under  ACP.  pp.  14754-7 

8.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  with  >^endment  (to  insert  the  provision^of  H.R.  7915) 

S.  2377,  to  provide  for  the  production  of  statements  and/xeports  of  witnesses 
and  House  and  Senate  conferee  were  appointed,  pp.  14^^4-31,  14682-3 

9.  ADMINISTRATIVE  LAW;  CIVIL  RIGH^hS.  Agreed  to  various  /taendments  to  Senate 
amendments  to  H.R.  6127,  the  ciVil  rights  bill.  A^agreed  to  by  the  House, 
the  bill  does  not  contain  the  pr^isions,  which  w«e  in  the  bill  as  originally 
passed  by  the  Senate,  providing  f^  jury  trials  In  contempt  cases  involving 
various  regulatory  laws  administereX  by  this  D^artment.  pp,  14687-714 


10. 


11. 


INFLATION,  Rep.  Philbin  warned  that  efl^rts  j6o  halt  inflation  must  not  be 
allowed  to  go  as  far  as  to  endanger  theX^pnomy  or  encourage  deflation  or 
depression,  pp.  14740-1 

COTTON.  Rep.  Rogers,  Mass.,  commended  tme  Spate's  passage  of  S.  314,  to  aid 
the  cotton  textile  industry  by  selling  mills  surplus  cotton  at  reduced  prices; 
and  Rep.  Jones,  Mo.,  discussed  the  ^11  brieflX  PP*  14741-2 


12.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  The  Ways  and  Meany^CqmroiJttee  reported  with  amendment  H.R.  6006, 

to  amend  the  Antidumping  Act  of /l921  for  greater  e^iciency  (H.  Rept.  1261). 
p.  14771 

13.  LEGISLATIVE  ACCOMPLISHMENTS.  / Rep.  Madden  summarized  theNlegislative  activity  of 

this  session  of  Congress,  as  he  viewed  it,  estimating  thOT  ’’the  farmers  lost 
12  billion  in  income  dur^g  this  4%  year  period.”  pp.  14/5i7-8 

Rep.  Natcher  summ'e^ up  the  activities  of  Congress  in  tnis  session  from  the 
budgetary  view  and  coiyeluded,  ”0ur  use  of  the  paring  knife  on\this  distended 
budget  was  proper  in ycvery  respect.”  pp.  14768-9 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

14.  WATER  RESOURCES./ Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Johnson  stating  that  ’X  problem 

that  is  common' to  all  Texas  is  that  of  adequate  development  of  the  StXb^'s 
water  resources,”  and  inserting  an  editorial  on  this  subject,  p.  A706V 

15.  FAMILY  FAR^  Sen.  Humphrey  Inserted  an  editorial,  ”An  Issue  That  Must  Be  t^ced 
Soon,”  r^ating  to  a  resolution  pending  in  the  Congress  calling  for  a  family" 
farm  fo/d  and  fiber  policy,  pp.  A7069-70 

Ltension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Johnson  inserting  an  editorial,  ’’Challenge 
Farming  and  Small  Towns,”  discussing  the  ’’alarming”  movement  away  from  the 
il  areas,  p.  A7071 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

t 

August  27, 1957 

Ordered  to  be  jirinted  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  Mutual  Security  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  fiscal 

5  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  namely: 

6  MUTUAL  SECUKITY 

7  FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

8  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 

9  out  the  provisions  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as 

10  amended,  to  remain  available  until  June  30,  1958  unless 

11  otherwise  specified  herein,  as  follows : 
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Military  assistance:  For  assistance  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  103  (a)  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  title  I,  chapter  1 
(including  administrative  expenses  as  authorized  hy  section 
103  (b) ,  which  shall  not  exceed  $23,500,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1958  (X)and  purchase  of  passenger  motor  vehicles  for 

to  remain  available  until  expended ;  and  in  addition  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $538,800,000  of  unobhgated  and  unreserved  and  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of 
section  103  (a)  and  section  104  are  continued  available 
(j^iintil  expended  for  the  purposes  of  section  103  (a)  ; 

Defense  support:  For  assistance  authorized  by  section 
131  (b),  (5)$58^090t000  $689,000,000(Jo),  to  remain 
available  until  expended]  and  in  addition  $36,000,000  of  un¬ 
obligated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  j)ur- 
poses  of  section  131  are  continued  available  for  the  piu’poses 
of  that  section :  Provided,  That  not  less  than  (7)$407000,000 
$35,000,000  thereof  shall  be  available  for  Spain,  exclusive 
of  technical  cooperation; 

Development  assistance:  Not  to  exceed  $52,000,000 
of  unobligated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available 
for  purposes  of  development  assistance  are  hereby  continued 
available  for  the  purposes  for  which  originally  appropriated; 

Development  Loan  Fund:  For  advances  to  the  Develop- 
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ment  loan  fund  as  authorized  by  section  203, 

000  $400,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended; 

Technical  cooperation,  general  authorization:  For  assist¬ 
ance  authorized  by  section  304,  (9)| 11-3 ,000, 000  $114,- 
900,000(lQ'y,  to  remain  available  until  expended;  and  in 
addition  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000  of  miobligated  balances 
of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section 
304  are  continued  available  for  the  purposes  of  that  section; 

United  Nations  expanded  program  of  technical  assist¬ 
ance:  For  contributions  authorized  by  section  306  (a), 
$15,500,000(11):  Provided,  That  tbo '  United  States  een- 
tribution  te  the  1948  calendar  year  program  shall  nel  exceed 
-33.33  per  centum  ef  the  United  -Nations  program ; 

Technical  cooperation  programs  of  the  Organization  of 
American  States:  For  contributions  authorized  by  section 
306  (b),  $1,500,000; 

Special  assistance,  general  authorization:  For  assistance 
authorized  by  section  400  (a) ,  ( 1 2)$  1 7 5>000,000  $225,- 
000,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  (13)$10,000,000 
$7,500,000  shall  be  available  for  Guatemala; 

(pl^Special  assistance,  Latin  America:  For  assistance 
authorized  by  section  400  (b),  $20,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended; 

Special  assistance  in  joint  control  areas  in  Europe:  For 
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assistance  authorized  by  section  403,  $11,500,000(15), 
which  shall  remain  available  until  September  30,  1958; 

Intergovernmental  Committee  for  European  Migration: 
For  contributions  authorized  by  section  405  (a) ,  $12,500,- 
000:  Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall 
be  used  to  assist  directly  in  the  migration  to  any  nation  in  the 
Western  Hemisphere  of  any  person  not  having  a  security 
clearance  based  on  reasonable  standards  to  insure  against 
Communist  infiltration  in  the  Western  Hemisphere; 

United  Nations  Eefugee  Fund:  For  contributions 
authorized  by  section  405  (c) ,  $2,233,000; 

Escapee  program:  For  assistance  authorized  by  section 
405  (d),  $5,500,000; 

United  Nations  Children’s  Fund:  For  contributions 
authorized  by  section  406,  $11,000,000; 

United  Nations  Eelief  and  Works  Agency:  Not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $23,800,000  of  unobligated  balances  of  funds  hereto¬ 
fore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section  407  are  continued 
available  for  purposes  of  that  section ; 

North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization:  For  contributions 
for  the  construction  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organiza¬ 
tion  civilian  headquarters  as  authorized  by  section  408. 
$1,500,000; 

Ocean  freight  charges.  United  States  voluntary  relief 
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agencies:  Eor  payments  authorized  by  section  409  (c), 

$2,200,000; 

Control  Act  expenses:  For  carrying  out  the  purposes  of 
tlie  Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951,  as 
authorized  by  section  410,  $1,000,000; 

General  administrative  expenses:  For  expenses  author¬ 
ized  by  section  411  (b) ,  $32,750,000; 

Atoms  for  Peace:  Not  to  exceed  $4,450,000  of  unobli¬ 
gated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes 
of  section  12  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1956  are  hereby 
continued  available  for  the  purposes  of  section  419; 

Funds  appropriated  under  each  paragraph  of  this  Act 
(other  than  appropriations  under  the  head  of  military  assist¬ 
ance)  ,  including  specified  amounts  of  unobligated  balances, 
and  amounts  certified  pursuant  to  section  1311  of  the  Sup¬ 
plemental  Appropriation  Act,  1955,  as  having  been  obli¬ 
gated  against  appropriations  heretofore  made  for  the  same 
general  purpose  as  such  paragraph,  which  amounts  are 
hereby  continued  available  (except  as  may  otherwise  be 
specified  in  this  Act)  for  the  same  period  as  the  respective 
appropriations  in  this  Act  for  the  same  general  purpose, 
may  be  consolidated  in  one  account  for  each  paragraph. 


H.  R.  9302 - 2 
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DEPAETMENT  OF  STATE 

Administrative  expenses:  For  expenses  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  as  authorized  by  section  411  (c)  of  the  Mutual 
Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  $4,577,000(16):  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  Secretary  of  State  is  authorized  to  transfer 
funds  herein  appropriated  to  any  appropriation  available 
for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Department  of  State 
for  the  current  fiscal  year,  and  any  funds  so  transferred 
shall  he  accounted  for  as  part  of  the^  appropriations  to  which 
they  are  transferred. 

GENEEAL  PEOVISIONS 

Sec.  102.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  pubhcity  or  propaganda  purposes 
(17)net  heretofore  authorized  by  the  Oengi^css  within  the 
United  States. 

Sec.  103.  Payments  made  from  funds  appropriated 
herein  for  engineering  fees  and  services  to  any  individual 
engineering  firm  on  any  one  project  in  excess  of  $25,000 
shall  be  reported  to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Eeprcsentatives  at  least  twice  annually. 

Sec.  104.  Pursuant  to  section  1415  of  the  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act,  1953,  and  in  addition  to  other  amounts 
made  available  pursuant  to  said  section,  not  to  exceed  the 
equivalent  of  $300,000  of  foreign  currencies  or  credits  owed 
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to  or  owned  by  the  United  States  shall  remain  available 
until  expended,  without  reimbursement  to  the  Treasury, 
for  hquidation  of  obligations  incurred  against  such  currencies 
or  credits  prior  to  July  1,  1953,  pursuant  to  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1951,  as  amended, 
and  Acts  for  which  funds  were  authorized  by  that  Act  and, 
hereafter,  foreign  currencies  generated  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  shall  be  utihzed  only  for  the  purposes  for  which 
the  funds  providing  the  commodities  which  generated  the 
cmTency  were  appropriated. 

Sec.  105.  None  of  the  funds  provided  by  this  Act  nor 
any  of  the  counterpart  funds  generated  as  a  result  of  assist¬ 
ance  under  this  or  any  other  Act  shall  be  used  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  on  account  of  the  principal  or  interest  on  any  debt 
of  any  foreign  government  or  on  any  loan  made  to  such 
government  by  any  other  foreign  government;  nor  shall 
any  of  these  funds  be  expended  for  any  piu*pose  for  which 
funds  have  been  withdrawn  by  any  recipient  countiy  to 
make  payment  on  such  debts :  Provided,  That  to  the 
extent  that  funds  have  been  borrowed  by  any  foreign 
government  in  order  to  make  a  deposit  of  counterpart  and 
such  deposit  is  in  excess  of  the  amount  that  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  be  deposited  pm'suant  to  the  formula  prescribed 
by  section  142  (b)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954, 
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as  amended,  such  counterpart  may  be  used  in  such  country 
for  any  agreed  purpose  consistent  with  the  provisions  of 
such  Act. 

(18) ^B6t  40^  Except  for  appropriations  entitled  ^^Spe- 
eial  assistance,-  general  authorigation-  and  -Development 
loan  fund’’,  not  more  than  SO  per  centum  of  any  appro¬ 
priation  item  made  available  by  this  Act  shall  he  obligated 
andyor  reserved  during  the  last  two  months  of  the  fiscal 
year-. 

(19) 8fi€T  407t  Eone  of  the  funds  made  available  by  this 
Act  shall  he  used  to  carry  out  the  puiposes  of  the  first 
sentence  of  section  400  -(e)-  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of 
10§4,  as  amended. 

Sec.  (20)408 106.  The  appropriations  and  authority  with 
respect  thereto  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  from  July  1,  1957, 
for  the  purposes  provided  in  such  appropriations  and  author¬ 
ity.  All  obligations  incurred  during  the  period  between 
June  30,  1957,  and  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  in  an¬ 
ticipation  of  such  appropriations  and  authority  are  hereby 
ratified  and  confirmed  if  in  accordance  with  the  terms  hereof. 

Sec.  (21)400  107.  The  Congress  hereby  reiterates  its 
opposition  to  the  seating  in  the  United  Nations  of  the  Com¬ 
munist  China  regime  as  the  representative  of  China,  and  it  is 
hereby  declared  to  be  the  continuing  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  the  Communist  regime  in  China  has  not  demonstrated  its 
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willingness  to  fulfill  the  obligations  contained  in  the  Charter  of 
the  United  Nations  and  should  not  be  recognized  to  represent 
China  in  the  United  Nations.  In  the  event  of  the  seating  of 
representatives  of  the  Chinese  Conununist  regime  in  the 
Secmity  Council  or  General  Assembly  of  the  United  Nations, 
the  President  is  requested  to  Inform  the  Congress  insofar  as  is 
compatible  with  the  requirements  of  national  security,  of  the 
imphcations  of  this  action  upon  the  foreign  poUcy  of  the 
United  States  and  our  foreign  relationships,  including  that 
created  by  membership  in  the  United  Nations,  together  with 
any  recommendations  which  he  may  have  with  respect  to 
the  matter. 

Sec.  (22)4P0  108.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Mutual  Security  Appropriation  Act,  1958”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Eepresentatives  August  15,  1957. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Cleric. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  August  27,  1957. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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In  THey  Are  America  the  Department 
of  Laboi^as  taken  the  best  from  the 
erperience^f  private  industry  and  uti¬ 
lized  the  lattet  techniques  of  the  art  of 
layout  and  design  combined  with  sim¬ 
ple,  clear  texK  It  has  also  crammed 
much  valuable  reformation  between  its 
covers,  interesti^ly  illustrated  with 
striking  photograpn^^  donated  by  private 
industi-y. 

This  pubdication,  produced  by  the  La¬ 
bor  Department  at  a  cos^o  greater  than 
that  of  the  usual  stiff,  dullyininteresting 
Government  report,  will,  I  nnpe,  encour¬ 
age  other  Government  agents  and  de¬ 
partment  to  examine  their  publications 
and  see  if  they  couldn’t  be  m^e  more 
readable  and  acceptable  to  a  wid^  audi¬ 
ence  than  they  now  are. 

The  best  testimony  as  to  the  quality 
and  value  of  They  Are  America  come^n 
the  form  of  an  unusual  editorial  abo 
the  book,  which  appeared  in  the  Ne 
York  Times  of  Monday,  August  19,  and 
which  I  would  like  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

America’s  Labor  Force 

They  Are  America,  an  83-page  booklet  put 
out  by  the  United  States  Department  of 
Labor,  stands  out  in  shiny  contrast  among 
the  multitude  of  publications  that  pour  from 
the  Government  Printing  Office.  It  is 
packed,  but  not  too  heavily,  with  facts  and 
statistics  and  is  lightened  by  vivid  photo¬ 
graphs — mostly  donated  by  private  agen¬ 
cies — and  by  a  simple  and  engaging  use  of 
words. 

For  the  general  reader  They  Are  America 
gives  a  striking  picture  of  the  United  States 
labor  force — its  makeup,  its  problems,  its 
possibilities  in  the  revolutionary  changes  of 
today  and  tomorrow,  and  the  protection  it 
receives  from  the  Federal  laws  and  their  ad¬ 
ministration.  Especially  interesting  is  the 
chapter  on  the  Impact  of  modern  techno¬ 
logical  changes  on  employment — changes 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Smathers  in  the  chair) .  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1958 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1151, 
H.  R.  9302. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R.  9302) 
making  appropriations  for  mutual  secu¬ 
rity  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  with  amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  we  have  before  us  a  measure  which 
represents  one  of  the  most  thoroughly 
studied  activities  of  our  Government. 

Mutual  security  has  been  under  con¬ 
gressional  consideration  since  early  last 
spring.  Before  that,  it  has  been  the 
target  of  searching  legislative  and  ex¬ 
ecutive  investigations. 

We  have  passed  upon  the  basic  prin¬ 
ciples.  By  our  votes,  we  decided  that 
there  would  be  a  mutual  security  bill 
this  year.  We  also  concluded  it  should 
take  a  new  direction — greater  emphasis 
on  loans;  less  emphasis  on  gifts. 

Only  one  question  remains  before  us. 
It  is  simply  how  much  of  a  program  we 
will  approve.  The  hows  have  been  de¬ 
cided;  but  we  must  still  determine  the 
extent. 


—  - „„  -  „  -  I  I  know  of  no  man  who  can  reach  up 

f into  thin  air  and  pull  out  a  magic  figure. 


supposed.  None  of  the  plants  noted  for  in¬ 
stalling  new  machines  and  methods  which 
are  covered  by  Labor  Department  surveys 


We  cannot  measure  the  exact  amount 
which  best  serves  the  interests  of  our 


has  laid  oil  large  groups  of  workers.  “Man-/f  country  with  the  same  precision  of  an 


agement  has  sought  to  expand  and  divers^^ 
rather  than  to  displace  labor.”  / 

Other  chapters  deal  with  the  increafelng 
demand  for  skilled  and  service  worlds  as 
the  nature  of  work  changes,  the  nyifunting 
proportion  of  older  workers — their  Jiroblems 
and  possibilities,  the  urgent  need  /or  greater 
education  of  our  youth,  the  gro^ng  security 
which  is  given  labor  through^-Federal  laws 
and  the  Department’s  activities,  and  Ameri¬ 
can  cooperation  with  the  In^rnational  Labor 
Organization  in  raising  lysing  and  working 
conditions  everywhere.  / 

Altogether  this  is  a  j^aluable  and  attrac¬ 
tive  package  of  infopmation — cheap  at  the 
60-cent  price  tag.  Cfopies  may  be  had  from 
the  Superintendeprt  of  Documents,  Wash¬ 
ington  25,  D.  C. 

The  PRESSING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business?  If  not,  morn¬ 
ing  busing  is  closed. 

Mr.  imoWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
EUgge^ the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Th/  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 

1. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


engineer  measuring  the  stresses  and 
strains  in  a  beam. 

We  can  only  study  the  problem  care¬ 
fully;  gather  all  available  facts  and 
figures  and  then  exercise  our  collective 
judgment. 

That  is  precisely  what  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  did. 

We  tried  to  take  into  account  many 
factors. 

In  the  first  place,  we  must  allow  for  the 
uncertain  international  situation.  It 
might  get  better — and  we  hope  it  will — 
but  it  might  get  worse.  The  only  thing 
that  is  reasonably  certain  is  that  it  will 
not  remain  the  same. 

We  heard  an  announcement  yester¬ 
day.  The  Soviets  said  they  had  fired 
successfully  an  intercontinental  bal¬ 
listics  missile. 

The  announcement  may  be  mere  brag¬ 
gadocio.  It  might  signify  merely  the  fir¬ 
ing  of  a  test  missile — exaggerated  for 
propaganda  purposes.  Or  it  might  be 
the  precise,  accurate  truth. 

We  do  not  know.  But  we  do  know 
that  the  international  situation  is  sub¬ 
ject  to  change  at  any  moment — and  we 
cannot  afford  to  take  chances. 
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In  the  second  place,  we  do  not  know 
for  certain  just  how  much  is  already  in 
the  pipeline  from  previous  appropria¬ 
tions.  We  have  heard  estimates  but  the 
only  safe  statement  is  that  it  is  in  excess 
of  $5  billion. 

In  addition,  this  country  holds  cur¬ 
rencies  of  other  countries  in  the  amount 
of  $2.5  billion  resulting  from  sales  of 
agricultural  surpluses.  We  can  draw 
from  these  so-called  counterpart  funds 
to  further  mutual  security  and  its  ob¬ 
jectives. 

The  question  still  remains:  How 
much? 

The  President  originally  asked  for 
$4.4  billion.  He  then  scaled  that  down 
to  $3.8  billion. 

The  Senate  voted  an  authorization  of 
$3.6  billion  and  the  House  $3.1  billion. 
We  settled  on  the  compromise  figure  of 
$3.3  billion. 

The  President  has  told  us  that  he  can 
make  out  with  this  $3.3  billion,  but  no 
less.  On  the  other  hand,  the  House 
claims  that  $2.5  billion  is  sufficient  to 
carry  the  program. 

No  useful  purpose  is  served  by  claim¬ 
ing  that  one  figure  rather  than  another 
is  the  proper  amount.  We  know  only 
that  if  we  are  to  approve  the  program 
we  must  allow  a  margin  of  safety. 

The  passage  of  this  bill  insures  $3,- 
025,660,000  of  new  money  recommended 
by  the  Senate  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee,  and  a  reappropriation  of  $667,050,- 
000  of  unobligated  balances,  for  a  total 
appropriation  of  $3,692,710,000.  This 
represents  a  margin  of  safety.  I  hope 
it  will  be  approved  by  the  Senate.  I 
hope  the  President  will  find  it  accept¬ 
able. 

That  amount  reflects  a  reasoned  con¬ 
fidence  in  the  President’s  judgment.  It 
allows  for  some  of  the  shifts  and  turns 
which  may  take  place  in  the  interna¬ 
tional  situation. 

It  also  reflects  the  views  of  Members 
of  both  branches  of  Congress  that  more 
could  be  done  and  should  be  done  in  the 
interests  of  economy. 

This  amoimt  will  continue  necessary 
defense  cooperation  with  friendly  na¬ 
tions. 

With  this  amount  essential  assistance 
in  emergency  situations  can  continue. 

This  amount  enables  us  to  switch  from 
a  giveaway  program  to  a  program  of 
mutually  beneficial  and  respectable 
loans. 

This  amount  allows  for  intelligent 
pursuit  of  point  4,  the  technical  coopera¬ 
tion  program,  which  is  one  of  the  most 
useful  we  have  developed. 

Three  billion  dollars,  in  short,  will  be 
enough  if  the  administration  undertakes 
the  necessary  reforms.  It  will  be  enough 
if  the  economy  that  is  preached  is  also 
practiced. 

It  will  be  enough  if  the  administration 
makes  progress  in  integrating  ICA 
within  the  Department  of  State  and  eli¬ 
minates  costly  duplication  and  con¬ 
fusion. 

I  hope  we  can  move  promptly  to  close 
out  this  legislation  for  the  current  ses¬ 
sion  and  that  the  Senate  will  approve 
the  committee’s  work. 

The  committee,  by  a  substantial  vote 
of  2  to  1  without  regard  to  party  lines. 
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makes  this  recommendation.  The  rec¬ 
ommendation  does  not  go  as  far  as  many 
members  would  have  liked  it  to  go.  It 
goes  farther  than  some  members  were 
willing  to  go.  However,  it  represents  the 
reasoned  judgment  of  i-easonably  pru¬ 
dent  men.  I  hope  it  will  reflect  the 
judgment  of  a  majority  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  at 
a  subsequent  time  I  shall  discuss  the  bill 
in  greater  detail,  but  at  this  point  I 
merely  wish  to  say  that  I  shall  fully 
support  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]  in  reporting  the 
bill  to  the  Senate. 

As  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
has  said,  the  bill  was  reported  by  the 
committee  with  bipartisan  support. 
That  vote  was  14  to  7.  It  comes  to  us 
after  prolonged  hearings  before  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations.  As  the 
majority  leader  has  said,  it  was  less  than 
some  members  felt  was  wise,  and  more 
than  others  felt  should  be  appropriated. 

It  is  a  reasonable  compromise  between 
the  various  points  of  view.  I  believe  it 
represents  the  action  of  the  two  Houses 
in  trying  to  meet  the  situation  before 
us.  Less  than  10  days  ago  the  2  Houses 
approved  an  authorization  bill  of  $3,- 
386,860,000.  While  I  recognize,  as  I  am 
sure  all  other  Members  of  the  Senate 
do,  that  frequently  in  the  Senate  an 
authorization  amount  is  not  followed  by 
an  appropriation  in  precisely  the  same 
amount — and  that  happens  in  many 
cases,  such  as  on  public  works  and  other 
authorization  bills — I  wish  to  say  that 
we  have  a  rather  unusual  situation  in¬ 
asmuch  as  the  authorization  bill  was 
passed  within  10  days  after  rather  pro¬ 
longed  discussion  in  both  Houses  on  a 
subject  matter  which  is  closely  related 
to  the  national  defense  and  the  foreign 
policy  of  our  country. 

Within  10  days  of  that  time  we  come 
forward  with  an  appropriation  bill.  The 
bill,  as  has  been  pointed  out,  is  $361,200,- 
000  under  the  authorization  bill  and  the 
estimates  which  accompanied  that  bill. 
It  is  under  the  appropriations  for  1957 
by  $740,910,000.  It  is  under  the  January 
budget  estimate  of  the  President  by 
$1,374,340,000. 

No  man  is  wise  enough  to  know  what 
developments  may  take  place  between 
now  and  when  Congress  reconvenes  in 
January.  However,  I  believe,  in  view  of 
world  conditions,  and  in  view  of  the  de¬ 
velopments  which  have  recently  taken 
place  in  the  Mideast,  it  would  not  be 
prudent,  under  the  circumstances,  to  cut 
the  appropriation  further. 

For  those  reasons  and  for  the  reasons 
mentioned  by  the  distinguished  majority 
leader,  I  shall  support  the  amount  as 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  and  shall  vote  against  all 
amendments. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  wish  to 
associate  myself  with  the  last  statement 
of  the  Senator  from  California.  I  shall 
support  the  action  of  the  committee,  and 
ite  distinguished  chairman,  and  shall  re¬ 
sist  any  increase  in  the  amount  or  any 
decrease  in  the  amount,  as  I  understand 


the  Senator  from  California  will  also. 
I  hope  we  can  pass  the  bill  as  quickly 
as  possible. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
which  the  committee  has  reported  to  the 
Senate  contains  appropriations  of  new 
funds  of  $3,025,660,000.  This  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $500,900,000  over  the  amount 
provided  by  the  House  bill.  The  princi¬ 
pal  increase  is  in  the  military  assistance 
program,  for  which  the  committee  has 
added  $225  million.  For  defense  sup¬ 
port,  the  committee  has  increased  the 
House  appropriation  by  $104  million. 
For  the  new  development  loan  fund  the 
committee  has  reported  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $400  million,  which  is  an  increase 
of  $100  million  over  the  amount  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  House.  For  special  assist¬ 
ance,  general  authorization,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  increased  the  appropriation 
contained  in  the  House  bill  by  $50  mil¬ 
lion,  to  a  total  of  $225  million.  For  the 
Latin  American  development  fund  the 
committee  has  included  $20  million, 
whereas  the  House  had  not  recom¬ 
mended  any  appropriation  for  this  item. 
The  remaining  increase  recommended 
by  the  committee  is  in  the  technical  as¬ 
sistance  program  for  which  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  added  $1.9  million  to  the  bill. 
The  increases  which  I  have  mentioned 
total  $500,900,000. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  committee  amendments  to 
the  bill  be  agreed  to  en  bloc  and  that  the 
bill  as  thus  amended  be  regarded  for  the 
purpose  of  amendment  as  original  text, 
provided  that  no  points  of  order  shall 
be  considered  to  have  been  waived  by 
reason  of  agreement  to  this  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  I  wonder  whether  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  will  be  willing  to  have  the 
proposed  agreement  apply  to  all  the 
amendments  with  the  exception  of  the 
one  pertaining  to  the  military  assistance 
appropriation. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Of  course,  even  under 
the  proposed  agreement,  any  Senator 
would  have  the  right  to  offer  a  further 
amendment. 

However,  I  shall  except  from  the 
agreement  the  military  assistance 
amendment,  which  is  the  first  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  to  the  bill.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  so  modify  my  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest,  as  modified? 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  committee  amendments  agreed  to 
en  bloc  are  as  follows : 

Under  the  heading  “Mutual  Security- 
Funds  Appropriated  to  the  President”,  on 
page  2,  line  5,  after  the  numerals  “1958”, 
insert  “and  purchase  of  passenger  motor  ve¬ 
hicles  for  replacement  only”;  and  in  line  10, 
after  the  word  “available”.  Insert  “until 
expended.” 

On  page  2,  line  13,  after  "131  (b)”,  strike 
out  “$585,000,000”  and  insert  “$689,000,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended”,  and  in 
line  17,  after  the  word  “than”,  strike  out 
“$40,000,000”  and  Insert  “$35,000,000.” 

On  page  3,  line  1.  after  the  numerals 
“203”,  strike  out  “$300,000,000”  and  insert 
“$400,000,000,” 
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On  page  3,  line  4,  after  the  numerals 
“304”,  strike  out  “$113,000,000”  and  insert 
“$114,900,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended.” 

On  page  3,  line  11,  after  the  figures 
"$15,500,000”,  strike  out  the  colon  and  “Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  United  States  contribution 
to  the  1948  calendar  year  program  shall  not 
exceed  33.33  percent  of  the  United  Nations 
program.” 

On  page  3,  line  18,  after  "400  (a)”,  strike 
out  “$175,000,000”  and  insert  “$225,000,000.” 

On  page  3,  line  19,  after  the  word  “than”, 
strike  out  “$10,000,000”  and  Insert  “$7,- 
500,000.” 

On  page  3,  after  line  20,  Insert; 

"Special  assistance,  Latin  America:  For 
assistance  authorized  by  section  400  (b), 
$20,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended.” 

On  page  4,  line  1,  after  the  figures  “$11,- 
500,000”,  insert  “which  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  Septemljer  30,  1958.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Department  of  State”, 
on  page  6,  line  4,  after  the  figures  "$4,577,- 
000”,  insert  a  colon  and  “Provided,  That  the 
Secretary  of  State  is  authorized  to  transfer 
funds  herein  appropriated  to  any  appropri¬ 
ation  available  for  administrative  expenses 
of  the  Department  of  State  for  the  current 
fiscal  year,  and  any  funds  so  transferred  shall 
be  accounted  for  as  part  of  the  appropri¬ 
ations  to  which  they  are  transferred.” 

Under  the  subhead  “General  Provisions”, 
on  page  6,  line  13,  after  the  word  “purposes”, 
strike  out  “not  heretofore  authorized  by  the 
Congress”  and  insert  “within  the  United 
States.” 

On  page  8,  after  line  3,  strike  out: 

“Sec.  106.  Except  for  the  appropriations 
entitled  ‘Special  assistance,  general  authori¬ 
zation’  and  ‘Development  loan  fund’,  not 
more  than  20  percent  of  any  appropriation 
item  made  available  by  this  act  shall  be 
obligated  and/or  reserved  during  the  last  2 
months  of  the  fiscal  year.” 

On  page  8,  after  line  9,  strike  out: 

“Sec.  107.  None  of  the  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  by  this  act  shall  be  used  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  the  first  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  400  (c)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended.” 

On  page  8,  line  14,  change  the  section 
number  from  “108”  to  “106.” 

On  page  8,  line  21,  change  the  section  num¬ 
ber  from  “109”  to  “107.” 

On  page  9,  line  13,  change  the  section 
number  from  “110”  to  “108.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Arizona  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  wish  to  add  a 
word,  as  the  senior  Republican  member 
of  the  committee  present  at  this  time. 
In  the  absence  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges]. 

I  agree  with  what  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  has  said.  The  committee  has 
worked  hard  on  this  measure.  The  bill 
has  received  bipartisan  support.  The 
amendments  have  been  worked  out  in 
a  way  which  is  satisfactory  to  a  great 
majority  of  the  committee.  The  amend¬ 
ments  are  not  all  that  some  of  us  want, 
and  they  are  more  than  some  others 
want.  But  as  a  whole,  the  bill  is  a  good 
one,  and  it  will  be  helpful  to  the  security 
of  the  country. 

Let  me  say,  in  addition  to  what  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  the  two 
leaders  have  said,  that  the  bill  contains 
a  number  of  language  amendments 
which  also  are  of  importance,  if  the  bill 
is  to  provide  the  greatest  possible  ad¬ 
vantage  in  mutual  security  with  other 
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countries  and  in  promoting  our  own  na¬ 
tional  security. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  bill  will  pass 
the  Senate  without  floor  amendment. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Syrian  crisis  sharpens  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  fears  of  the  effects  of  the  cuts  in 
the  foreign  aid  appropriation  bill. 

I  listened  with  interest  to  the  colloquy 
between  the  majority  leader  and  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader  this  morning. 

I  wish  to  say,  as  I  said  the  other  day 
to  a  leader  in  Government,  that  we  have 
done  a  poor  job  in  selling  to  the  people 
what  we  call  mutual  assistance.  The 
phrase  “giveaway”  has  been  sold  very 
aptly  by  those  who  are  blind  and  who  do 
not  sense  the  world  situation.  Neither 
do  they  realize  that  the  investment  in 
much  of  this  mutual  assistance  will  save 
us  10  to  1.  It  has  been  stated  before  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  that  it  is  possi¬ 
ble  to  provide  10  divisions  of  Turkish 
troops  for  the  cost  of  1  American  di¬ 
vision.  That  ratio  is  illustrative  of  the 
existing  situation.  And  Turkey  is  on 
our  first  line  of  defense. 

But  the  new  situation  which  developed 
the  other  day,  when  Moscow  an¬ 
nounced  what  it  has  described  as  a  suc¬ 
cessful  testing  of  an  intercontinental 
ballistic  missile,  requires  the  promptest 
reappraisal  of  America’s  total  effort  in 
weapons  and  defense  development. 

Of  course  the  Soviet  announcement 
will  probably  be  reacted  to  by  most  per¬ 
sons  in  accordance  with  their  individual 
opinions.  Americans  who  have  tended 
to  take  a  gloomy  outlook  regarding 
American  defense,  now  will  feel  doubly 
confirmed  in  their  view,  and  no  doubt 
will  say,  “We  told  you  so.”  Other 
Americans,  who  have  been  prone  to  de¬ 
ride  the  Soviet  effort,  will  tend  to  feel 
that  Moscow  has  merely  claimed  some¬ 
thing  before  she  has  actually  achieved  it. 

Personally,  I  do  not  profess  to  have 
sufficient  information  to  be  able  to  state 
which  view  is  the  correct  one,  because  we 
are  still  largely  “in  the  dark”  regarding 
Russia’s  scientific  advances.  No  mat¬ 
ter  how  much  we  perfect  American  in¬ 
telligence-gathering  operations,  there 
remains  an  enormous  amount  of  guess¬ 
work  concerning  Russia’s  actual 
strength. 

Under  these  circumstances,  we  have 
no  alternative  but  to  make  certain  as¬ 
sumptions  and  take  certain  actions. 
These  are,  as  follows: 

First.  Regardless  of  whether  Russia 
has  already  developed  the  ICBM  or  not, 
the  fact  is  that  almost  everyone  predicts 
that,  sooner  or  later,  she  will  develop  it. 

The  fact  that  she  may  have  a  working 
model  in  August  1957,  or  1  month 
later,  in  September,  or  in  December  1957, 
is  not  necessarily  the  crucial  fact.  What 
is  crucial  in  that  her  all-out  effort  sooner 
or  later  will  undoubtedly  produce  such 
a  missile. 

Second.  A  second  assumption  is  that 
the  intercontinental  missile  is  not  nec¬ 
essarily  the  so-called  ultimate  of  all 
weapons.  Admittedly,  it  poses  defense 
problems  which  stagger  the  imagination. 
I  mean  defense  in  terms  of  the  North 


American  Continent,  or  for  that  matter, 
in  terms  of  any  other  area  of  the  world. 

Nevertheless,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
that  what  the  human  mind  has  devised, 
the  human  mind  can  combat. 

That  is  why  I  am  glad  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  has  already  taken  steps  toward 
having  America  arrive  at  the  defense 
answer  to  the  ultimate  weapon.  If  we 
develop  a  defense  against  this,  weapon, 
there  will  be  other,  newer  weapons  still 
to  come.  The  race  does  not  stop  at  any 
one  point.  Or,  to  put  it  another  way,  we 
are  not  in  a  nine-inning  ball  game  with 
a  specific  time  limit.  Each  side  will  go 
on,  indefinitely,  trying  to  surpass  the 
other,  even  though  each  side  already 
possesses  the  power  almost  to  annihilate 
the  other. 

Third.  This  concept  of  an  indefinite 
race  is,  of  course,  predicated  on  the  as¬ 
sumption  that  there  will  be  no  sudden 
development  which  will  end  peaceful 
technical  competition  and  will  cause 
open  warfare. 

Many  people  will  feel  that,  as  "Winston 
Churchill  well  stated: 

The  two  great  adversaries  may  now  have 
achieved  a  balance  of  mutual  terror. 

This  is  hardly  a  source  of  comfort  to 
any  thinking  person. 

In  any  event,  under  these  circum¬ 
stances,  we  must  take  a  new  look  at  the 
United  Nations  disarmament  discussions 
in  London.  We  must  determine  to  what 
extent  they  may  have  become  obsolescent 
because  of  this  and  many  other  technical 
developments.  But  we  must  definitely 
not  lose  heart  and  think  that  there  is 
no  solution  to  the  disarmament  problem. 

Neither  must  we  allow  our  zeal  for  some 
type  of  disarmament  arrangement  to 
blind  our  eyes.  Unilateral  disarmament, 
especially  now,  would  be  little  short  of 
suicide.  A  disarmament  system  not  truly 
enforcible,  not  truly  ironclad,  would  be 
the  height  of  folly. 

In  summary,  the  Soviet  announcement 
is  neither  cause  for  gloom  nor  cause  for 
self -recrimination.  It  is  a  cause  for 
much  thought  and  much  more  construc¬ 
tive  action  on  our  part,  along  the  lines  I 
have  mentioned. 

The  present  Soviet  announcement  may 
be  10  percent  propaganda  and  90  percent 
fact.  Whatever  may  be  the  ratio  between 
propaganda  and  fact,  the  announcement 
constitutes  a  serious  challenge  to  the 
free  world  to  look  to  further  means  to 
assure  its  own  survival. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  mentioned  these 
points  particularly  in  connection  with 
the  discussion  of  the  pending  mutual 
security  appropriation  bill.  I  believe  the 
existing  national  and  international  sit¬ 
uation  makes  it  imperative  that  the  bill, 
with  the  necessary  amendments,  be 
promptly  enacted  into  law,  and  that  then 
the  Congress  begin  to  consider  what  fur¬ 
ther  action  should  be  taken  as  regards 
strengthening  our  defenses  through 
mutual  security. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina  ob¬ 
tained  the  floor. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  yield 
to  me?  I  wish  to  ask  a  question  of  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin. 
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Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  yield  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  have  the  attention  of  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin,  if  I  may. 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  am  always  happy  to 
reply  to  any  questions  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  may  ask. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  The  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  is  very  kind.  I  have  always 
listened  with  much  interest  and  much 
profit  to  what  the  Senator  fi'om  Wis¬ 
consin  has  to  say. 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  am  particularly 
interested  in  the  comments  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wisconsin  on  mutual  security, 
because  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  is 
the  ranking  Republican  member  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee. 

This  morning,  if  I  understood  him  cor¬ 
rectly,  he  referred  to  the  report  which 
has  just  come  across  the  seas,  by  radio, 
to  the  effect  that  Soviet  Russia  has  an¬ 
nounced  the  completion  of  an  intercon¬ 
tinental  ballistic  missile. 

Mr.  WILEY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  The  comments 
from  the  United  States  are  to  the  effect 
that  the  United  States  is  only  90  per¬ 
cent  on  the  way  to  accomplishing  the 
construction  of  such  a  weapon  of  war. 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  would  not  admit  that 
the  United  States  is  only  90  percent  on 
the  way. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  have  no  knowl¬ 
edge  about  the  matter,  but  one  of  the 
military  experts  was  so  quoted  on  the 
radio  this  morning.  Whether  he  was 
right  or  wrong,  I  do  not  pretend  to  say. 

But  I  should  like  to  ask  this  question 
of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin:  In  the 
light  of  the  fact  that  we  seem  to  be  in¬ 
volved  in  an  arms  race  with  Soviet 
Russia,  for  the  construction  of  nuclear 
weapons,  is  it  wise  for  us  to  be  appro¬ 
priating  funds,  as  we  do  under  the  pend¬ 
ing  appropriation  bill,  for  military  aid 
in  ordinary  and  conventional  weapons 
to  be  supplied  to  small  nations?  For 
example,  on  page  2  of  the  bill  we  find, 
under  the  heading  “Military  Assistance,” 
that  the  Senate  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  has  voted  to  increase  the  House 
appropriation  from  $1,250,000,000  to 
$1,475,000,000,  or  an  increase  of  $225 
million.  What  is  the  purpose? 

To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  title  I,  chapter 
1,  including  administrative  expenses  as 
authorized  by  section  103  (b),  which  shall 
not  exceed  $23,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1958. 

This,  in  other  words,  is  military  assist¬ 
ance  to  small  nations  which  stand  be¬ 
tween  us  and  Soviet  Russia. 

In  line  12  we  find  another  paragraph: 

Defense  support:  For  assistance  authorized 
by  section  131  (b). 

For  this  item  the  House  provided  $585 
million.  The  Senate  committee  has  in¬ 
creased  that  appropriation  to  $689 
million,  and  has  made  a  further  provi¬ 
sion  that  this  money  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended.  That  phrase  “to 
remain  available  until  expended”  means 
that  if  the  money  is  not  expended  during 
the  next  fiscal  year,  the  money  will  re¬ 
main  available  without  another  appro- 
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priation  or  another  examination  by  the 
Congress. 

Elsewhere  in  the  bill  we  find  increased 
grants. 

The  question  I  should  like  to  address 
to  the  Senator  is  this:  In  the  light  of 
the  nuclear  weapons  race  between  Soviet 
Russia  and  the  United  States,  is  it  wise 
for  this  country  to  spend  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  for  supplying  conven¬ 
tional  weapons  and  other  weapons  to 
foreign  nations? 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  am  very  happy  to  give 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  the  judgr 
ment  of  a  Senator  who  is  not  a  military 
man.  I  must  say  that  the  action  taken 
results  from  testimony  given  by  experts, 
military  personnel.  The  way  I  analyze 
it  the  situation  is  very  simple.  We  can 
get,  for  a  cost  of  about  $300  a  year,  1 
South  Korean  soldier  with  a  rifle  or  1 
Chinese  soldier  on  Formosa,  We  can 
get,  for  about  the  same  cost,  a  fighting 
Turk,  or  we  can  get  10  divisions  of 
Turks  for  the  cost  of  1  American  divi¬ 
sion.  It  costs  us  to  maintain  an  Amer¬ 
ican  soldier  about  $5,000  a  year. 

In  the  situation  which  now  exists  in 
the  world,  it  is  the  consensus  of  the  best 
minds  that  the  Kremlin  is  not  willing 
or  ready  to  start  what  might  be  called 
the  devastation  of  the  world.  Because 
the  United  States  has  strategically  lo¬ 
cated  airfields  throughout  the  earth, 
where  there  are  based  bombers  which 
can  carry  hydrogen  and  atomic  bombs, 
Russia  knows  that  if  she  started  some¬ 
thing,  we  would  finish  it;  but  the  result 
would  be  that  both  of  us  would  be  more 
or  less  finished.  However,  we  cannot  lay 
down  on  the  job  of  development  of  the 
intercontinental  missile.  In  the  mean¬ 
while  we  have  to  be  ready  to  put  out 
“brush  fires”  wherever  they  may  occur. 
At  this  time  the  Kremlin  has  taken 
over  Syria  without  firing  a  shot.  Until 
external  warfare  is  started  there,  the 
Eisenhower  doctrine  does  not  come  into 
play.  Consequently  we  cannot  go  to 
their  aid.  But  if  a  “brush  fire”  starts 
anywhere,  we  are  ready  to  go  to  the  aid 
of  our  allies,  and  by  our  allies  I  include 
Jordan,  Turkey,  Iraq,  and  so  forth.  I 
mean  those  loyal  countries  and  allies  to 
which  we  have  given  arms  so  that  they 
may  assist  in  putting  out  such  “brush 
fires”  and  thus  prevent  a  general  con¬ 
flagration.  That  is  the  theory  of  the 
necessity  for  giving  aid.  We  invest  $1 
to  get  $10  worth.  And  what  we  furnish 
is  not  money  but  war  material,  which 
results  from  the  labor  of  400,000  Ameri¬ 
cans. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  The  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  has  referred  to  Syria.  Does 
he  entertain  any  fear  that  Soviet  Rus¬ 
sia,  through  infiltration  in  Syria,  has  ac¬ 
tually  finally  succeeded  in  obtaining  a 
port  upon  the  Mediterranean  Sea?  Rus¬ 
sia  has  been  seeking  to  get  a  port  upon 
the  warm  waters  of  the  Persian  Gulf  and 
the  Mediterranean  Sea  for  centuries,  I 
think.  Now  finally  she  has  apparently 
succeeded  in  taking  over  Syria.  Etoes 
that  not  mean  that  the  possibility  of  a 
conflict  between  Soviet  and  the  West  is 
made  greater? 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  am  neither  a  prophet 
nor  the  son  of  a  prophet,  but  I  agree  that 
all  indications  are  that,  because  of  in¬ 


ternal  economic  situations,  and  so  forth, 
the  Kremlin  is  not  ready  to  “pull  the 
plug.”  What  she  is  doing  is  using  her 
customary  means  of  taking  over  and  pen¬ 
etrating  and  getting  hold  of  things  she 
wants. 

So  far  as  a  port  on  the  Mediterranean 
Is  concerned,  we  recognize  the  signif¬ 
icance  of  what  has  happened.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  aware  of  the  fact  that  our  fleet 
in  the  Mediterranean  has  been  strength¬ 
ened.  In  other  words,  we  are  calling 
Russia’s  bluff.  Russia  is  not  ready  for 
an  all-out  war.  She  recognizes,  as  I  have 
stated,  that  it  would  mean  the  devasta¬ 
tion  of  Russia  and  probably  much  of  the 
earth.  What  she  is  ready  to  do  is  take 
whatever  steps  she  can — and  seek  to  take 
over  the  oil  resources  in  the  Middle  East. 
If  Russia  can  get  countries  of  the  Middle 
East  to  fighting  and  then  get  the  oil, 
she  will  have  a  clutchhold  on  Europe. 
Having  a  clutchhold  on  Europe,  she  may 
possibly  want  to  proceed  further.  Not 
only  that,  but  Russia  wants  a  route  to 
Africa  so  as  to  obtain  raw  materials, 
without  which  she  and  we  cannot  get 
along.  Russia  is  a  long-distance  planner. 
We  have  to  meet  her  plans  by  doing  just 
what  we  have  been  doing.  The  Eisen¬ 
hower  doctrine  was  established  to  meet 
this  threat  of  the  Kremlin. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Is  not  what  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  is  saying  that 
Russia  does  not  want  to  blow  the  world 
to  pieces,  but  wants  to  pick  it  up  piece 
by  piece? 

Mr.  WILEY.  Yes;  that  appears  to  be 
Russia’s  plan;  nevertheless,  we  have  to 
remain  alert  and  adequate.  I  may  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  that  I 
do  not  have  the  floor.  The  Senator  from 
Wyoming  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I  have  the  floor.  I  have 
been  kind  enough  to  yield. 

Mr.  WILEY.  The  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  has  been  doubly  kind. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
desire,  to  make  it  clear  that  I  am  not  at 
all  satisfied  with  the  appropriation  for. 
military  aid  to  small  nations  which  can¬ 
not  defend  themselves,  when  we  are  in 
the  midst  of  a  great  arms  race  for  nu¬ 
clear  weapons  with  the  Communist  lead¬ 
ers  of  the  world. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  the  colloquy  which  has 
been  proceeding  shows  to  the  whole 
world,  I  think,  that  the  administration 
and  its  policies  at  the  present  time  have 
absolutely  forced  Syria  into  the  hands 
of  Communist  parties.  That  is  what  it 
means,  so  far  as  I  can  see.  If  one  looks 
about,  he  will  see  how  countries  near  her 
have  been  treated.  They  have  been 
given  money,  and  aid  to  Syria  has  been 
cut  down.  What  could  Syria  do?  That 
is  the  policy  the  administration  is  fol¬ 
lowing,  which  has  caused  us  to  lose 
Syria — the  policy  of  giving  away  our 
money. 

Mr.  WILEY.  That  conclusion,  I  can¬ 
not  agree  to. 

Mr.  President,  on  June  13  1  spoke 
against  the  mutual-aid  program  for  for¬ 
eign  governments.  Since  that  time  I 
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have  seen  the  President  of  the  United 
States  turn  down  aid  for  areas  in  the 
United  States  that  have  been  hit  by 
disaster.  In  one  instance  in  South 
Carolina,  a  short  time  before  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  program  came  before  us, 
the  President  refused  to  grant  emer¬ 
gency  aid  to  an  area  in  my  State  which 
had  been  struck  by  tornadic  winds  that 
destroyed  livestock,  barns,  homes,  and 
other  property. 

Since  my  address  of  June  13  we  have 
seen  the  vast  majority  of  Maryland  and 
Virginia  gripped  in  one  of  the  forst 
droughts  in  histoiT.  I  have  ridden 
through  the  countryside  and  seen  the 
desolate,  bleak  crops.  Com  is  no  higher 
than  my  knee  in  some  places,  and  pas¬ 
tures  look  like  the  fringe  areas  next  to 
desert  lands.  But  the  President  of  the 
United  States  just  last  week  refused  to 
utilize  his  powers  to  invoke  aid  to  the 
hard-pressed  citizens  of  this  area  of  our 
own  Nation. 

Over  and  over  again  the  administra¬ 
tion  refused  to  help  the  people  of  our 
own  country  who  are  in  need  of  assist¬ 
ance.  He  has  cut  back  seed  and  feed 
loan  programs  for  farmers;  he  has  hiked 
interest  rates;  he  has  invoked  a  new 
program  to  hamper  and  curtail  con¬ 
struction  of  rural  electrification  lines 
for  the  rural  areas  of  America;  he  has 
fought  at  every  hand  programs  for  de¬ 
velopment  of  public  power  and  to  pre¬ 
serve  our  natural  resources. 

Now,  while  he  still  comes  to  us  in  Con¬ 
gress  for  more  funds  for  foreign  govern¬ 
ments,  his  administration  is  in  the  midst 
of  severe  economic  and  manpower  cuts 
in  our  own  military  defenses  at  home — 
cuts  which  may  not  only  severely  ham¬ 
per  our  military  strength,  but  which 
may  have  severe  repercussions  against 
the  economic  health  of  vast  areas  of  this 
Nation.  All  this  the  present  adminis¬ 
tration  is  doing  to  our  own  people — ^the 
people  who  are  paying  the  freight  and 
carrying  the  tax  load  to  pay  for  this 
administration’s  wild  dollar -squander¬ 
ing  foreign-aid  policies. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  pass  this  bill, 
which  will  appropriate  another  $3,692,- 
710,000  on  foreign  giveaway  programs, 
we  will  be  literally  slapping  the  drought- 
stricken  farmers  in  the  face.  We  will 
be  telling  the  American  taxpayers,  in 
essence,  that  we  care  more  about  the 
problems  of  Europe  and  Asia  and  Af¬ 
rica  than  we  do  about  our  own  people 
at  home.  This  is  true,  for  w'e  will  be 
giving  blanket  approval  to  a  spending 
program  for  foreign  countries  while  we 
stand  idly  by  allowing  the  President  to 
invoke  an  attitude  of  “do-nothingism” 
for  the  American  citizens. 

Nearly  5  years  ago  the  President 
campaigned  around  the  country  prom¬ 
ising  all  kinds  of  tax  cuts,  and  upbraid¬ 
ing  the  Democrats  about  the  high  cost 
of  living  and  how  the  dollar  is  inflated. 
He  promised  to  reduce  living  costs, 
bring  back  the  value  of  the  dollar,  and 
reduce  the  national  debt. 

Did  he  reduce  the  debt?  No.  During 
the  first  3  years  of  his  administration  he 
spent  $45  billion  more  than  had  been 
spent  in  the  last  3  years  of  the  Truman 
administration,  although  at  that  time 
there  w'as  being  carried  on  an  active 
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war — or  a  police  action,  whichever  one 
may  desire  to  call  it. 

But  since  being  in  ofSce,  Instead  of 
cutting  taxes,  reducing  the  cost  of  liv¬ 
ing,  or  stabilizing  the  value  of  the  dollar, 
this  administration  has  increased  the 
cost  of  living  and  promoted  inflation  of 
the  quantity  of  money  by  this  wild  over¬ 
seas  foreign-aid  program,  and  has  con¬ 
tinued  this  giveaway  nonsense,  making  it 
impossible  to  cut  taxes. 

In  recent  years  we  have  spent  more 
than  $115  billion  on  foreign-aid  pro¬ 
grams.  We  owe  every  cent  of  that 
amount,  and  are  going  to  pay  taxes  on  it, 
I  predict,  for  the  next  100  years.  At  the 
present  moment  we  have  more  than  $7 
billion  in  the  so-called  pipeline;  that  is, 
money  for  foreign  aid  which  the  admin¬ 
istration  has  not  been  able  to  spend. 
Why,  I  will  never  know,  for  they  throw 
it  around  like  water.  But  despite  the 
fact  that  they  have  $7  billion  yet  un¬ 
spent,  they  want  another  three-biUion- 
six-hundred-odd-million  dollars  to  push 
farther  down  the  drain.  They  call  it  the 
pipeline,  but  in  my  way  of  thinking,  it  is  a 
drainpipe  and  there  is  no  end  to  it. 

We  do  not  have  this  money  to  give 
away.  It  is  all  being  borrowed  by  the 
Government  and  we  will  have  to  pay  it 
back.  The  taxpayers  are  paying  3% 
percent  interest  on  this  money  and  have 
very  little  hope  of  ever  getting  relief  at 
the  present  rate  we  are  going. 

It  is  not  being  required  that  this 
money  be ’matched  by  the  foreign  gov¬ 
ernments  on  any  of  these  so-called  mu¬ 
tual  programs,  and  very  little  of  it  can  be 
attributed  to  defense  or  mutual  security. 
They  hide  behind  that.  I  know  when 
we  construct  a  hospital  in  South  Caro¬ 
lina  or  in  any  other  State  under  the  Hill- 
Burton  Act,  the  money  going  to  the  par¬ 
ticular  State  must  be  matched  by  that 
State,  and  then  a  swarm  of  Government 
people  see  to  it  that  that  money  goes 
strictly  for  hospital  work  or  whatever 
the  case  may  be.  But  not  so  in  the  case 
of  mutual-security  appropriations.  They 
do  not  have  to  be  mutual  and  they  do  not 
have  to  relate  to  security. 

The  entire  program  is  rather  ridicu¬ 
lous.  I  know  of  one  instance  where  they 
sent  more  than  $1  million  to  a  country, 
Pakistan,  to  promote  the  fishing  indus¬ 
try  of  that  nation.  I  do  not  know  what 
kind  of  fish  are  involved,  but  if  we  have 
a  similar  industry  in  America,  we  can 
bet  it  will  not  be  long  before  that  indus¬ 
try  comes  seeking  relief  because  of  the 
Pakistan  fishing  industry,  just  as  the 
American  textile  industry  came  for  help 
after  this  Government  had  spent  mil¬ 
lions  in  Japan  building  up  that  country’s 
textile  industries.  Of  course,  when  our 
industries  seek  relief,  then  the  admin¬ 
istration  tells  them  there  is  nothing  that 
can  be  done,  for  it  might  impair  our 
mutual  security.  Yes;  it  is  anything  but 
mutual.  The  other  countries  take  our 
money,  build  their  agriculture  and  in¬ 
dustries,  compete  with  our  industries 
and  farmers  and  workers,  put  our  indus¬ 
tries  out  of  business,  idle  our  workers  and 
cause  our  farmers  to  be  unemployed — 
but  we  can  do  nothing  about  it  because 
it  might  impair  our  mutual  security. 
What  good  is  this  kind  of  mutuality 


when  all  is  lost  in  the  process  of  accom¬ 
plishment? 

Do  Senators  know  that  under  this  so- 
called  mutual-security  program  there 
were  millions  of  dollars’  worth  of  elec¬ 
tronic  equipment,  including  electronic 
microscopes,  sent  to  the  Philippines  for 
location  at  places  where  there  was  not 
even  electricity  with  which  to  operate 
them? 

I  do  not  know  what  happened  to  them 
finally,  but  I  assume  we  undertook  to 
construct  a  dam  or  a  generating  plant 
^nd  electric  lines  to  bring  that  underde¬ 
veloped  area  out  of  the  mud.  But  I 
should  not  mention  that,  I  suppose,  be¬ 
cause  someone  might  ask  “Why,  then,  is 
the  present  administration  opposing 
rural  electrification  and  hydroelectric 
projects  at  home,  if  it  is  doing  the  same 
thing  for  foreign  countries?’’ 

Then,  Mr.  President,  there  was  the  in¬ 
stance  of  our  setting  about  to  build  a 
dam  in  the  Middle  East  where  the  people 
did  not  even  want  it.  I  think  the  dam 
project  was  finally  abandoned.  I  under¬ 
stand  the  administration  did  not  think 
that  was  too  great  a  loss  since  there  were 
only  a  few  million  dollars  involved.  They 
were  taxpayers’  dollars.  I  wonder  how 
many  taxpayers’  taxes  it  took  to  scrape 
up  the  few  million  involved  in  that  deal. 

Another  time  the  mutual-security  pro¬ 
gram  resulted  in  the  construction  of  a 
series  of  airports  in  Afghanistan.  The 
fact  that  people  travel  by  camel  in  that 
country  and  that  no  one  had  much  use 
for  the  airports  meant  nothing  to  the 
project  people.  That  money  was  in  the 
pipeline  and  had  to  be  spent.  It  is  sort 
of  an  international  PWA  project  to  them. 

This  program  is  filled  with  stupid  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects,  as  I  just  mentioned. 
There  is  no  end  to  the  blunders  and 
waste  committed  in  this  program  of  dol¬ 
lar  diplomacy  which  apparently  has  no 
end.  The  tragedy  of  it  all  is  that  instead 
of  promoting  mutual  security,  as  its 
name  would  imply,  it  is  promoting  infla¬ 
tion,  destroying  the  hopes  of  taxpayers 
for  any  tax  cuts,  raising  the  national 
debt  and  seriously  endangering  our 
economy.*  The  program  has  not  de¬ 
veloped  one  country  into  being  a  close 
friend  of  ours.  That  is  a  big  statement 
to  make.  The  program  has,  in  fact, 
created  a  fantastic  jealousy  among  the 
people  of  the  countries  affected  for  our 
unbearable — in  their  eyes — richness,  and 
our  foolishness.  To  them,  we  are  the 
“flashy  Americans’’  with  more  money  to 
do  with  than  we  have  sense.  Senators 
would  be  surprised  to  know  how  many 
foreigners  think  that  about  us.  They  do 
not  know  we  are  struggling  under  moun¬ 
tainous  debt  and  borrowing  more  to  build 
the  mountain  higher.  Little  has  been 
done  to  tell  the  true  story  of  this  so- 
called  mutual-security  program,  either 
at  home  or  abroad.  At  home  we  are 
told  its  security.  Abroad  the  people  are 
told  nothing  except  that  it  is  a  handout 
from  Uncle  Sam.  There  is  no  gratitude 
in  their  hearts,  and  no  satisfaction  in 
ours.  It  is  mutual  waste,  mutual  ex¬ 
travagance,  mutual  distrust,  and  mutu¬ 
ally  useless. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  but  one  way  to 
straighten  this  mess  out.  That  one  way 


Is  in  our  hands.  We  should  do  away 
with  this  ghostly  program  and  replace 
it  with  one  of  good  sense,  and  one  that 
has  realism  and  not  fantasy.  We  need 
a  big  stick  instead  of  international 
theory,  and  we  need  to  replace  food  and 
guns  for  dollars  and  development. 

We  need  to  make  sure  that  all  these 
funds  are  going  for  mutual  security,  and 
insure  that  by  insisting  on  some  match¬ 
ing  effort  by  the  countries  to  whom  we 
send  this  aid. 

I  see  nothing  in  this  bill  but  more 
waste,  more  taxes,  more  national  debt, 
and  more  inflation.  Certainly  I  see 
nothing  mutual,  nor  do  I  see  any  security 
in  this  kind  of  legislation.  I  urge  other 
Members  of  the  Senate  to  vote  against 
this  international  pork-barrel  legislation. 

It  is  called  pork-barrel  legislation  when 
we  get  some  project  for  our  States,  but 
this  is  international  pork-barrel  legisla¬ 
tion,  and  I  shall  vote  against  the  bill 
when  it  comes  to  a  vote. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  state  briefly  for  the  Record  why 
I  shall  support  the  majority  position  la 
respect  to  the  mutual  security  bill. 

In  my  judgment,  the  majority  leader 
and  the  minority  leader  are  to  be  con¬ 
gratulated  for  having  come  forth  from 
the  committee  with  approximately  $500 
million  more  than  the  amount  provided 
in  the  House  version.  I  might  wish  that 
they  had  been  even  more  successful,  be¬ 
cause  I  stand  prepared,  if  given  the  op¬ 
portunity,  to  vote  for  the  entire  amount 
of  mutual  security  funds  recommended 
by  the  President  and  called  for  in  the 
authorization  bill  which  passed  the  Sen¬ 
ate  some  weeks  ago. 

In  my  judgment,  it  is  essential  that  the 
position  of  the  United  States  as  the 
leader  of  the  free  world  should  be  rein¬ 
forced  all  around  the  perimeter  of  Soviet 
Russia  and  the  satellite  countries.  To  do 
so  requires  that  we  maintain  our  posi¬ 
tion  in  Formosa,  Vietnam,  South  Korea, 
Pakistan,  and  Turkey.  It  requires  that 
we  gives  those  nations  not  only  military 
aid,  but  defense  support.  A  large  part 
of  the  funds  provided  in  the  pending 
measure  is  to  go  to  those  five  countries. 
In  my  judgment,  it  is  essential  that  we 
should  continue  the  aid  presently  being 
afforded  in  support  of  our  position  in  the 
NATO  countries,  in  Greece,  and  else¬ 
where.  I  believe  that  the  Pi’esident 
should  have  a  substantial  fund — even  a 
larger  fund  than  the  bill  pi'ovides — to 
take  care  of  emergencies  in  the  Middle 
East  and  elsewhere.  I  believe  it  is  essen¬ 
tial  to  continue  at  full  strength  the 
point  4  program  first  sponsored  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Harry  S.  Truman  and  carried  on  by 
the  present  administration. 

As  one  example  of  that  program,  I  had 
the  opportunity  yesterday  to  talk  with 
an  old  friend  of  mine  from  wartime  days, 
Ray  Davis,  at  present  located  in  Formosa, 
where  he  is  engaged  in  the  work  of  a 
committee  of  5,  consisting  of  2  Ameri¬ 
cans  and  3  Chinese,  to  increase  the  pro¬ 
ductivity  of  Formosa,  Matsu,  and  the 
Pescadores  Islands.  In  2  short  years,  the 
work  being  done  there  has  resulted  in  the 
elimination  of  hog  cholera.  In  3  short 
years,  the  agricultural  production  of 
Quemoy  and  Matsu  has  been  doubled,  so 


No.  156- 


■3 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


14614 

that  they  are  self-supporting,  as  they 
were  not  before. 

Work  of  the  type  of  the  point  4  pro¬ 
gram  in  Formosa  made  it  possible  for 
Formosa  to  export  last  year  $150  million 
of  agricultural  products.  Those  are  real 
achievements  in  the  fight  for  freedom. 

I  am  fearful  that  our  country  is  not 
aware  of  the  very  serious  perils  in  which 
we  all  live.  We  are  too  much  like  the 
lotus  eaters.  We  are  sitting  down  and 
relaxing  at  a  time  when  we  should  be 
alert  and  pressing  forward  in  our  de¬ 
fenses. 

I  regret  that  the  leadership  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  has  not  seen  fit  to 
propose  amendments  which  would  re¬ 
store  the  full  amount  of  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  President  and  of  the  au¬ 
thorization  bill  which  we  passed.  Had 
such  amendments  been  proposed,  I  would 
have  supported  them.  Chipping  away  at 
the  mutual  security  appropriations  will 
result  in  the  deterioration  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  I  am  afraid  we  are  sitting  back 
and  doing  very  little  to  prevent  that 
process  from  continuing. 

We  must  not  lose  our  freedoms  by 
default.  Unless  we  pass  the  full  amount 
of  the  recommendation  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  we  shall  be  doing  just  that. 

I  suspect  that  when  we  return  in  Jan¬ 
uary  we  shall  be  asked  to  appropriate 
more  funds  for  the  mutual-security  pro¬ 
gram.  If  so,  I  shall  support  such  re¬ 
quest.  This  is  one  of  the  occasions  when 
I  believe  we  should  uphold  the  President 
of  the  United  States.  I,  for  one  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle,  am  prepared  to  do  so. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  say  a  few  words  about  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill,  H.  R.  9302.  I  may  say  that  I 
do  not  think  very  much  is  called  for  by 
way  of  comment.  We  debated  the  sub¬ 
ject  very  thoroughly,  and  I  spoke  at 
length  previously  as  most  of  us  did,  dur¬ 
ing  the  consideration  of  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill.  Therefore  there  is  no  particu¬ 
lar  need  to  review  all  of  the  substantive 
matters  involved  in  the  pending  bill. 

I  shall  support  the  committee.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  committee  did  a  very  excellent 
job  in  reviewing  the  work  of  the  House, 
and  that  its  increases  were  made  at  the 
proper  places. 

I  do  not  feel  very  strongly  about  the 
military  aspect  of  the  bill,  because,  as  I 
have  said  on  many  other  occasions,  and 
as  I  said  during  the  consideration  of  the 
authorization  bill  and  in  conference,  that 
if  there  is  one  major  fault  with  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  mutual  aid  it  is  in  the  over¬ 
emphasis  upon  military  hardware,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  such  countries  as  Pakistan 
and  Turkey. 

I  do  not  pick  out  those  countries  be¬ 
cause  of  any  desire  to  reflect  upon  them. 
They  have  merely  cooperated  with  our 
own  policies,  and  they  certainly  should 
not  in  any  way  be  criticized  for  that. 
We  have,  as  a  matter  of  emphasis, 
thought  that  military  arms  in  those 
places  answered  the  problems,  rather 
than  economic  or — and  I  am  trying  to 
simplify  the  thought  now — nonmilitary 
measures,  which  would  include  point  4 
and  economic  development. 

It  is  a  matter  of  policy,  and  I  believe 
our  administration  has  been  wrong  in 
overemphasizing  that  aspect  of  the  pro¬ 


gram.  I  would  not  hesitate  to  go  along 
with  a  lower  figure  in  those  particular 
items,  but  the  committee,  in  its  wisdom, 
brought  forth  a  balanced  program,  and 
I  shall  support  the  committee  recommen¬ 
dations  in  that  and  in  the  other  items  of 
the  bill. 

I  believe  the  committee  has  improved 
the  bill.  I  still  feel  that  the  House,  in 
its  insistence  upon  changing  the  Senate 
revisions  of  the  development  loan  fund 
proposal  practically  destroyed  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  that  particular  activity.  I 
deeply  regret  it.  I  am  not  reconciled  to 
accepting  it.  I  voted  against  the  author¬ 
ization  bill  on  that  account,  because  it 
had  destroyed  the  essence  of  the  devel¬ 
opment  loan  fund  program.  The  House 
itself,  in  its  action  on  the  appropriations, 
has  given  proof  of  the  allegation  which 
was  made  by  me  and  other  Senators  that 
we  cannot  operate  a  long-term  develop¬ 
ment  loan  fund  by  reliance  upon  annual 
authorizations. 

By  proof  I  mean  that  only  a  month  ago 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Senate  agreed  upon  an  authorization  of 
$500  million  for  the  first  year  for  the 
development  loan  fund.  Then,  within  a 
month,  the  House — both  through  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  and 
backed  by  the  full  House — has  made  that 
authorization  $300  million.  That  is  a 
40-percent  reduction  in  1  year. 

They  have  proved  the  point  we  made, 
that  in  order  to  establish  a  development 
loan  fund  upon  which  other  countries 
and  our  own  people  administering  the 
program  could  rely  in  making  long-term 
plans,  it  was  necessary  to  have  a  pro¬ 
gram  such  as  was  authorized  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  in  the  first  place;  namely,  a  3-year 
program  as  a  minimum,  with  borrowing 
authority  for  the  second  and  third  year; 
in  other  words,  creating  the  belief  on  the 
part  of  other  countries  and  on  the  part  of 
our  own  administrators  that  this  is  a 
long-term  program  and  that  they  could 
proceed  to  get  the  experts  and  develop 
planned  programs  and  planned  projects, 
such  projects  as  have  some  prospect  of 
really  getting  at  the  basic  trouble  of  the 
recipient  countries,  like  irrigation  pro¬ 
grams,  transportation  programs,  the 
building  of  docks,  and  projects  of  that 
kind,  rather  than  a  short-term  humani¬ 
tarian  program,  as,  for  example,  the 
eradiation  of  mosquitoes,  and  the  like. 
That  sort  of  program  is  perfectly  all 
right,  but  it  is  not  intended  to  contribute 
really  to  the  development  of  the  wealth 
of  a  particular  country. 

I  realize  that  our  committee  could  not 
do  much  about  that.  I  realize  that  it 
increased  the  item  from  $300  million  to 
$400  million.  That  is  a  gesture  in  the 
proper  direction,  but  it  is  still  far  short 
of  giving  assurance  of  a  3-year  or  a  4- 
year  program,  or  that  there  will  be  any¬ 
thing  on  which  a  country  can  rely  in 
developing  its  long-term  program. 

So  I  feel  that  the  whole  program  is 
most  defective  and  will  not  achieve  the 
purpose,  because  the  principle  of  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  loan  program  was  de¬ 
stroyed  in  the  authorization  bill,  and  it 
is  further  weakened  by  means  of  the 
pending  appropriation  bill. 

I  desire  to  congratulate  the  committee 
on  eliminating  the  provision,  as  con- 
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tained  in  the  House  version  of  the  bill, 
which  directly  destroys  the  assistance 
for  American  colleges  abroad.  I  refer  to 
section  107  of  the  House  version  of  the 
bill.  Our  committee  voted  to  eliminate 
section  107,  and  therefore  the  matter  will 
be  in  conference.  I  certainly  urge  the 
conferees  on, the  part  of  the  Senate  to 
stand  firm  on  that  item.  Again,  I  wish 
to  state  for  the  Record  that  section  400 
(c)  provides  the  President  with  permis¬ 
sive  authority  to  use  $10  million — if  he 
sees  fit,  of  course — in  the  assistance  of 
American  institutions  abroad.  I  have 
in  mind  particularly  the  American  Uni¬ 
versity  in  Beirut,  Roberts  College  in 
Istanbul,  ,the  American  University  in 
Athens,  and  some  others.  I  believe  that 
some  of  the  developments  which  recently 
have  occurred  in  Syria,  and  which  all  of 
us  know  are  in  process  in  the  Middle 
East,  demonstrate  to  anyone  who  is  at 
all  observant  that  aid  of  this  sort  is 
most  important. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE— EN¬ 
ROLLED  BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESO¬ 
LUTIONS  SIGNED 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills  and  joint  reso¬ 
lutions,  and  they  were  signed  by  the 
Vice  President: 

S.  1153.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Zdenka 
Sneler; 

S.  1167.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  John  Nich¬ 
olas  Christodoulias; 

S.  1175.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Helene 
Cordery  Hall; 

S.  1241.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Edward 
Martin  Hlnsberger; 

S.  1290.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lee-Ana 
Roberts: 

S.  1293.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Eithanla- 
hu  (Eton)  Yellln; 

S.  1306.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Pao-Wel 
Yung; 

S.  1307.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Toribia  Bas- 
terrechea  (Arrola) ; 

S.  1308.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Carmen 
Jeanne  Launois  Johnson; 

S.  1335.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sandra 
Ann  Scott; 

S.  1370.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Wanda 
Wawrzyczek; 

S.  1337.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Rebecca 
Jean  Lundy  (Helen  Choy) ; 

S.  1421.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ansis  Lulz 
Darzins; 

S.  1496.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Nicoleta  P. 
Pantelakis; 

S.  1685.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sic  Gun 
Chau  (Tse)  and  Hing  Man  Chau; 

S.  1736.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Rosa  Sigl; 

S.  1767.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Eileen 
Sheila  Dhanda; 

S.  1783.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Randolph 
Stephan  Walker; 

S.  1804.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Marjeta 
Winkle  Brown; 

S.  1815.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Nicholas 
Dilles; 

S.  1817.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  John  Pana¬ 
gio  tou: 

S.  1838.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Charles 
Douglas; 

S.  1848.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Michelle 
Patricia  Hill  (Patricia  Adachl); 

S.  1896.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Marla 
West; 

S.  1902.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Bella  Rod¬ 
riguez  Ternoir; 
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S.  1910.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Salvatore 
Salerno; 

S.  1962.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  convey  a  certain  tract  of 
land  owned  by  the  United  States  to  the 
Perkins  Chapel  Methodist  Church,  Bowie, 
Md.; 

S.  2003.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Jozlce 
Matana  Koulis  and  Davorko  Matana  Koulis; 

S.  2063.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Guy  H. 
Davant; 

S.  2095.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Vaclav 
Uhlik,  Marta  Uhllk,  Vaclav  Uhllk,  Jr.,  and 
Eva  Uhlik; 

S.  2165.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Gertrud 
Mez^er; 

S.  2229.  An  act  to  provide  for  Government 
guaranty  of  private  loans  to  certain  air  car¬ 
riers  for  purchase  of  modern  aircraft  and 
equipment,  to  foster  the  development  and 
use  of  modern  transport  by  such  carriers, 
and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  2434.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  entitled 
“An  act  to  provide  books  for  the  adult  blind; 

S.  2460.  An  act  to  authorize  the  transfer 
of  certain  housing  projects  to  the  city  of 
Decatur,  Ill.,  or  to  the  Decatur  Housing  Au¬ 
thority; 

H.  R.  38.  An  act  to  amend  the  Tariff  Act  of 
1930  to  provide  for  the  temporary  free  im¬ 
portation  of  casein; 

H.  R.  110.  An  act  to  amend  section  372  of 
title  28,  United  States  Code; 

H.  R.  277.  An  act  to  amend  title  17  of  the 
United  States  Code  entitled  “Copyrights”  to 
provide  for  a  statute  of  limitations  with  re¬ 
spect  to  civil  actions; 

H.  R.  499.  An  act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  or  his  designee  to  convey  a 
2,477.43-acre  tract  of  land,  avigation  and 
sewer  easements  in  Tarrant  and  Wise  Coun¬ 
ties,  Tex.,  situated  about  20  miles  northwest 
of  the  City  of  Fort  Worth,  Tex.,  to  the  State 
of  Texas; 

H.  R.  896.  An  act  to  amend  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to,  furnish  heraldic  services; 

H.  R.  1214.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  award  the  Medal  of  Honor  to  the 
unknown  American  who  lost  his  life  while 
serving  overseas  in  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
United  States  during  the  Korean  conflict; 

H.  R.  1318.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Thomas 
P.  Quigley; 

H.  R.  1324.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  West- 
feldt  Brothers; 

H.  R.  1591.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the  Pa-» 
clfic  Customs  Brokerage  Co.,  of  Detroit, 
Mich.; 

H.  R.  1733.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Philip 
Cooperman,  Aron  Shriro,  and  Samuel  Stack- 
man; 

H.  R.  1937.  An  act  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction,  maintenance,  and  operation  by 
the  Armory  Board  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  of  a  stadium  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  2136.  An  .act  to  amend  section  124 
(c)  of  title  28  of  the  Uqited  States  Code  so 
as  to  transfer  Shelby  County  from  the  Beau¬ 
mont  to  the  Tyler  division  of  the  eastern 
district  of  Texas; 

H.  R.  3367.  An  act  to  amend  section  1867 
of  title  28  of  the  United  States  Code  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  use  of  certified  mail  in  summon¬ 
ing  jurors; 

H.  R.  3877.  An  act  to  validate  a  patent 
Issued  to  Carl  E.  Robinson,  of  Anchor  Point, 
Alaska,  for  certain  land  in  Alaska,  and  for 
other  purposes; 

H.  R.  4144.  An  act  to  provide  that  the  com¬ 
manding  general  of  the  militia  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  shall  hold  the  rank  of  briga¬ 
dier  general  or  major  general; 

H.  R.  4191.  An  act  to  amend  section  633  of 
title  25,  United  States  Code,  prescribing  fees 
of  United  States  commissioners; 

H.  R.  4193.  An  act  to  amend  section  1716 
of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  so  as  to  con¬ 
form  to  the  act  of  July  14,  1956  (70  Stat. 
538-540) ; 


H.  R.  4609.  An  act  to  further  amend  the 
act  entitled  “An  act  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  a  portion  of  the  United  States 
military  reservation  at  Fort  Schuyler,  N.  Y, 
to  the  State  of  New  York  for  use  as  a  mari¬ 
time  school,  and  for  other  purposes.”  ap¬ 
proved  September  5,  1950,  as  amended; 

H.  R.  4992.  An  act  lor  the  relief  of  Michael 
D.  Ovens; 

H.  R.  5061.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Harry  V, 
Shoop,  Frederick  J.  Richardson,  Joseph  D. 
Rosenlieb,  Joseph  E.  P.  McCann,  and  Junior 
K.  Schoolcraft; 

H.  R.  5810.  An  act  to  provide  reimburse¬ 
ment  to  the  tribal  council  of  the  Cheyenne 
River  Sioux  Reservation  in  accordance  with 
the  act  of  September  3,  1954; 

H.  R.  5811.  An  act  to  amend  subdivision  b 
of  section  14— Discharges,  when  granted — > 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  as  amended,  and  sub¬ 
division  b  of  section  58 — Notices — the  Bank¬ 
ruptcy  Act,  as  amended; 

H.  R.  5920.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Pedro 
Gonzales; 

H.  R.  6172.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Thomas 
F.  Milton; 

H.  R.  6868.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the 
estate  of  Agnes  Moulton  Cannon  and  for  the 
relief  of  Clifton  L.  Cannon,  Sr. 

H.  R.  7654.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Richard 
M.  Taylor  and  Lydia  Taylor; 

H.  J.  Res.-230.  Joint  resolution  to  suspend 
the  application  of  certain  Federal  laws  with 
respect  to  personnel  employed  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  in  connection 
with  the  investigations  ordered  by  H.  Res.  104, 
Eighty-fifth  Congress; 

H.  J.  Res.  313.  Joint  resolution  designating 
the  week  of  November  22-28,  1957,  as  Na¬ 
tional  Farm-City  Week; 

H.  J.  Res.  351.  Joint  resolution  to  establish 
a  Lincoln  Sesquicentennial  Corhmission;  and 

H.  J.  Res.  430.  Joint  resolution  to  waive 
certain  provisions  of  section  ,212  (a)  of  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  in  behalf  of 
certain  aliens. 


TARIFF  TREATMENT  OF  ISTLE  OR 
TAMPICO  FIBER 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Yar¬ 
borough  in  the  chair) .  The  hour  of  1 
o’clock  having  arrived,  the  Chair  lays  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  unfinished  business, 
which  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. 
7096)  to  amend  paragraph  1684  of  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930  with  respect  to  istle  or 
Tampico  fiber. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  imanimous  consent  that  the 
unfinished  business  be  laid  aside,  and 
that  the  Senate  proceed  with  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  mutual  security  appropriation 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1958 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9302)  making  appropri¬ 
ations  for  mutual  security  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  speak  only  a  few  minutes  longer. 

I  wish  to  state  that  the  developments 
in  the  Middle  East,  particularly  in  Syria, 
illustrate  the  weakness,  I  believe,  of  the 
so-called  Eisenhower  doctrine.  Many  of 
us  who  opposed  that  measure  in  the 
spring  pointed  out  at  the  time  that  the 
greatest  danger  in  this  area  of  the  world 


is  not  from  overt  aggression  by  Russia, 
but  is  from  subversion,  such  as  that 
which  is  taking  place  in  Syria.  Military 
preparations  are  no  obstacle  to  such  ac¬ 
tivities  on  the  part  of  Russia.  I  think 
Russia  intends  to  continue  these  activi¬ 
ties.  How  is  such  a  challenge  to  be  met? 
It  can  be  met  in  a  number  of  ways.  I 
believe  one  of  them  is  the  strengthening 
of  American  institutions  in  that  area.  I 
believe  that  is  very  important.  The  ap¬ 
propriation  for  that  purpose  is  a  small 
one,  and  its  expenditure  is  not  manda¬ 
tory;  if  the  President  and  his  advisers  do 
not  believe  it  is  necessary,  or  if  they  be¬ 
lieve  it  would  not  serve  the  intended  pur¬ 
pose,  they  will  not  have  to  spend  the 
money,  and  no  harm  will  be  done. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  subver¬ 
sion  of  the  local  governments  cannot  be 
met,  it  seems  to  me,  by  military  means. 
Instead,  it  must  be  met  by  economic  and 
by  cultural  activities;  in  other  words,  by 
inspiring  in  the  minds  and  hearts  of  the 
people  who  control  the  coimtries  of  the 
Middle  East  some  confidence  in  the  pur¬ 
poses  and  determination  of  the  United 
States  and  other  western  countries. 
They  do  not  have  any  confidence  that  we 
are  going  to  follow  through  and  be  of  as¬ 
sistance  to  them. 

Much  can  be  said  about  this  program, 
but  I  see  no  necessity  to  debate  it  fur¬ 
ther. 

The  Senate  has  already  voted  on  the 
authorization  bill,  and  I  am  sm'e  that 
nothing  more  that  I  could  say  would  en¬ 
lighten  the  Members  of  this  body  on 
this  subject. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  soon  vote  on 
the  bill  and  will  dispose  of  the  matter. 
I  shall  vote  for  the  bill. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  speak  of  two  points  which  I  believe 
are  of  importance  in  connection  with 
consideration  by  the  Senate  of  the  pend¬ 
ing  appropriation  bill  and  also  in  con¬ 
nection  with  consideration  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  of  foreign-aid  measures  in  the  days 
ahead. 

Preliminarily,  I  should  like  to  express 
my  agreement  with  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  ,  who  has  just 
spoken.  I  also  desire  to  express  my  dis¬ 
appointment  because  of  the  fact  that 
we  have  fallen  down  on  the  job,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  development  loan 
fund.  For  the  first  time  it  offered  hope 
in  terms  of  a  policy  on  which  other  na¬ 
tions  could  depend;  and  which,  I  may 
say,  was  a  loan  program  for  which  all  my 
colleagues  in  the  other  body,  when  I 
was  a  Member  of  it,  had  been  contend¬ 
ing,  and  which  I  heard  Senators  speak 
of  here,  too.  It  was  within  our  grasp 
and  is  now  slipping  away. 

I  believe,  as  does  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  ,  that  it  would 
be  a  mistake  for  us  not  to  affirm  our 
convictions  on  this  subject. 

Furthermore,  I  very  much  favor  in¬ 
corporating  military  aid  appropriations 
in  the  military  budget,  where  such  items 
belong.  We  should  not  beg  the  question, 
Mr.  President.  I  hope  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas,  who  is  in  such  a  good  posi¬ 
tion  to  wage  this  fight,  will  continue  it. 
But  I  shall  be  one  very  active  volunteer, 
along  with  other  Senators. 
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Mr.  President,  the  two  points  on  for¬ 
eign  aid  I  wish  to  make  relate  to  its 
effect  on  the  United  States  economy  and 
to  the  new  competition  in  this  field  by 
the  Soviet  Union.  I  make  the  assertion 
that  a  fundamental  reason — and  it  has 
not  been  sufficiently  stressed  during  this 
debate,  and  it  needs  to  be  repeated  fre¬ 
quently — for  the  enactment  of  the  mu¬ 
tual  aid  appropriation  bill  is  that  the 
United  States  is  not  alone  in  this  effort. 
The  United  States  is  facing  massive 
competition  from  the  Soviet  Union.  We 
would  be  making  a  great  mistake  if  we 
tried  to  meet  that  competition  case  by 
case.  The  Soviets  could  beat  us  any 
day  in  that  effort,  because  they  have  the 
initiative,  and  they  could  concentrate 
their  efforts  in  a  few  particular  coun¬ 
tries. 

Instead,  we  should  meet  their  compe¬ 
tition  in  our  own  way,  which  is  the  way 
of  steady-going  and  assured  support  to 
certain  countries  of  the  world,  where 
the  support  will  do  the  free  world  the 
most  good. 

The  best  demonstration  of  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  that  approach  is  the  Marshall 
plan,  which  did  Europe  an  enormous 
amount  of  good,  because  we  gave  the 
countries  of  Europe — and  we  managed 
to  do  it  within  our  constitutional  limita¬ 
tions — assurance  that  we  would  give  aid 
for  4  years;  and,  indeed,  we  did  that. 
I  think  it  is  very  important,  in  answer 
to  those  who  think  we  are  not  selfish 
enough  in  our  foreign  aid,  to  point  out 
that  foreign  aid  has  proven  an  abso¬ 
lutely  indispensable  basis  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  foreign  trade  and  foreign 
investment.  Once  the  basis  is  laid  de¬ 
velopment  can  go  on  but  the  basis  must 
be  first  established.  Trade  and  invest¬ 
ment  are  accomplishing  far  more  in 
terms  of  money  than  the  amount  of 
money  we  are  puting  into  foreign  aid, 
which  has  so  large  a  resultant  beneficial 
impact  upon  the  American  people. 

I  should  like  to  state,  for  a  few  min¬ 
utes,  for  the  record,  some  facts  and 
figures  on  that  subject. 

In  1956,  our  foreign  trade  aggregated 
$43  billion,  and  it  may  well  exceed  that 
amount  this  year.  Our  imports  were 
$19,800,000,000,  and  our  exports  were 
$23,500,000,000.  An  enormous  bulk  of 
our  business  was  done  with  Europe. 

Let  us  see  what  has  happened  in 
Europe.  In  Europe,  the  per  capita  gross 
national  product  has  recently  increased 
at  approximately  the  same  rate  as  has 
been  the  case  in  the  United  States.  The 
total  volume  of  imports  into  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  area  in  1956  was  more  than 
80  percent  above  the  total  in  1948,  and 
was  50  percent  above  the  prewar  total; 
and  there  was  a  tremendous  correspond¬ 
ing  increase  in  intra-European  trade. 

Mr.  President,  I  make  the  fiat  asser¬ 
tion  that  without  the  prelude  of  the 
Marshall  plan  and  all  it  meant  to  free 
Europe,  there  would  not  now  be  even 
the  consideration  of  a  common  Euro¬ 
pean  mai’ket  and  of  Euratom,  which  in 
my  opinion  is  the  most  important  ad¬ 
vance  toward  peace  which  has  occurred 
overseas  in  the  economic  field  since 
World  War  II. 


So  it  is  most  important  for  us  to  un¬ 
derstand  that  these  foreign-aid  advances 
by  our  country  have  proven  to  be  an 
essential  basis  of  foreign  trade  and  for¬ 
eign  investment.  Without  the  roads  and 
ports  and  other  fixed  installations  which 
are  not  suitable  for  private  investment, 
but  which  are  made  possible  by  our  for¬ 
eign-aid  program,  there  could  not  be  an 
accelerating  volume  of  private  invest¬ 
ments  overseas.  Yet  we  know  that  that, 
too,  is  one  of  the  most  important  ways 
by  which  to  achieve  peaceful  develop¬ 
ment. 

I  am  proud  to  report  that  the  total 
United  States  private  investment  over¬ 
seas  is  $33  billion — 1956 — with  $22,100,- 
000,000  in  subsidiaries  and  branches  of 
American  concerns.  That  amount  in¬ 
creased  in  the  last  year  by  $2.8  billion. 
Our  direct  investments  overseas 
amounted  to  $10,900,000,000  in  1956, 
showing  an  increase  of  $1,100,000,000. 

Again,  by  way  of  refiection  as  to  what 
this  means  to  our  country,  let  me  point 
out  that  these  overseas  private  invest¬ 
ments  earned  approximately  10  percent 
on  the  dollar.  They  earned  $3,438,000,- 
000  in  1956,  or  an  increase  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $400  million  over  the  $3,069,000,- 
000  earned  in  1955. 

Mr.  President,  just  a  final  word  on 
this  subject  of  trade  and  investment. 
We  had  a  little  recession  in  the  United 
States  in  1954.  I  believe  it  very  impor¬ 
tant  to  note,  from  a  bulletin  issued  by 
the  International  Chamber  of  Commerce 
on  May  1,  1957,  the  following  statement: 

The  most  notable  case  In  which  our  for¬ 
eign  trade  played  an  important  part  in 
bringing  about  a  business  recovery  occurred 
in  1954.  While  the  gross  national  product 
declined  from  1953  to  1954  by  1  percent,  and 
imports  fell  by  5  percent,  exports  rose  by  2 
percent. 

Mr.  President,  let  those  who  oppose 
foreign  aid  not  forget  that  we  may  see 
the  day,  before  too  many  years  have 
passed,  when  foreign  trade  and  foreign 
investment  will  be  the  mainstay  of  the 
American  economy  and  will  save  the 
United  States  and  the  entire  w'orld  from 
some  very  deep  depression.  That  is 
point  No.  1. 

American  trade  and  American  over¬ 
seas  private  investment  are  fiourishing. 
When  we  compare  the  figures,  we  see 
that  they  completely  overshadow,  in 
terms  of  proportion,  the  amounts  we 
are  spending  on  foreign  aid.  In  this 
connection  we  are  talking  about  foreign 
trade  aggregating  $43  billion,  whereas 
the  amount  of  the  pending  bill  is  $3 
billion.  We  are  talking  about  $33 
billion  in  overseas  private  investments, 
whereas  the  amount  of  the  pending  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  is  $3  billion. 

Mr.  President,  one  other  matter  which 
I  believe  needs  to  be  emphasized  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  debate  is  the  competi¬ 
tion  from  the  Soviet  Union.  Since  1955 
the  Soviet  Union  has  embarked  on  a 
brandnew  policy  of  foreign  aid.  Its 
commitments  in  economic  assistance 
essentially,  and  technical  assistance, 
with  some  military  and  to  nations  out¬ 
side  the  Soviet  bloc  now  aggregate  $1,- 
600,000,000.  This  is  aside  from  intra 
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the  Soviet  bloc,  and  that,  too,  must  be 
considered  foreign  aid  to  other  nations 
by  the  Soviet  Union.  Such  aid  now  is 
running  at  an  estimated  rate  of  about 
$1  billion  plus  a  year. 

So  that  we  may  keep  the  whole  matter 
In  focus,  I  should  like  to  refer  to  those 
who  think  the  Soviet  Union  cannot  carry 
on  this  program  of  very  active  competi¬ 
tion  because  of  the  pressure  on  the  Soviet 
economy.  In  addition  to  India  and 
Burma,  Russia  is  competing  with  us  in 
Turkey  and  Pakistan,  two  of  our  fore¬ 
most  allies.  Let  us  keep  that  clearly  in 
mind. 

As  to  the  capacity  of  Russia  to  carry 
on  Such  a  program  for  a  considerable 
period  of  time,  I  should  like  to  quote 
from  a  1958  study  entitled,  “Ruble 
Diplomacy,  Challenge  to  American  For¬ 
eign  Aid,”  written  by  Klaus  E.  Knorr, 
and  published  by  the  Center  of  Inter¬ 
national  Studies,  Princeton  University. 

From  page  30  of  that  memorandum  I 
read  the  following : 

The  total  amount  so  far  offered  by  the  So¬ 
viet  Union  alone  comes  to  less  than  1  per¬ 
cent  of  a  national  income  which,  at  a  stu¬ 
pendous  rate  of  from  6  to  9  percent  a  year, 
is  growing  twice  as  fast  as  that  of  the 
United  States.  At  present,  with  Soviet  in¬ 
come  estimated  to  run  at  the  equivalent  of 
about  $150  billion  a  year,  annual  growth 
amounts  to  over  $10  billion.  By  allocating 
a  small  fraction  of  this  increment,  the  So¬ 
viet  leaders  could  supply  a  billion  dollars  a 
year  for  aid  without  special  difficulty. 

When  the  bill  before  us  is  broken 
down  and  the  technical  and  economic 
assistance  portions  extracted  from  it,  it 
will  be  fomid  that  on  that  basis  what 
we  propose  is  just  about  even  with  what 
the  Soviet  Union  can  do.  To  which 
must  be  added  the  capability  of  the  So¬ 
viet  Union  to  concentrate  on  a  very  few 
areas,  whereas  we  feel,  and  rightly  so, 
that  we  have  to  devote  our  program  to 
about  40  countries. 

The  study  goes  on  to  say: 

The  bloc’s  capacity  to  supply  technicians 
and  educators  for  technical  assistants  com¬ 
pares  favorably  with  that  of  the  United 
States.  In  1954,  the  Soviet  output  of  grad¬ 
uates  in  pure  science  was  only  half  of  the 
American.  But  in  the  applied  sciences,  the 
comparative  figures  are  22,500  for  the  United 
States  and  60,000  for  the  U.  S.  S.  R.  and  the 
annual  output  of  those  receiving  a  research 
degree  after  3  years  of  postgraduate  work 
was  3,500  in  the  United  States  and  4,500  in 
Soviet  Russia. 

I  do  not  think  any  of  us  doubt  that 
statement,  because  that  subject  has 
been  pretty  much  discussed  in  terms  of 
the  demands  upon  United  States  higher 
education. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  as  a 
part  of  my  remarks  two  tables,  both 
obtained  from  the  European  Division  of 
the  Commerce  Department,  one  headed 
“Foreign  Aid  and  Credits  of  the  U.  S.  S.  R. 
to  Underdeveloped  Countries,”  and  the 
other  headed  “Soviet  Credits  to  Bloc 
Countries.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 
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Country  and  project 


1.  Afghanistan: 

(a)  Grain  elevators,  flour-milling  and  baking 

jilimts. 

(b)  Oil  storage  tanks . . . . . 

(c)  Asphalt  plants  and  paving  projects . — 

(d)  Kconomic  development  loan _ _ 

(c)  Arms  credit _ _ 

2.  India: 

(a)  Steel  mill  project ' _ _ _ 

(b)  Industrial  diamond  mining  project _ 

(c)  Plant  for  files  and  rasps _ 

(d)  Commodity  Credit . . . 

3.  Finland: 

(a)  Gold  (or  free-exchange) _ 

(b)  Gold  (or  free  exchange  loans) _ 

4.  Yugoslavia: 

(a)  Industrial  development  credit . . . 

^  (b)  Raw  materials  credit . . . 

(c)  Gold  (or  free  exchange)  loan . 

(d)  Atomic  energy  reactor _ 

(e)  Industrial  development  ^ _ _ 

(f)  Aluminum  combine  ^  (50-000-100,000  tons). 

5.  Burma: 

(a)  Technological  Institute.. . . . 

(b)  Hospital,  theater,  sports  stadium _ 

(c)  Industrial  development  credit _ 

(d)  Construction  project . . . 


6.  Egypt:  (a)  Laboratory  nuclear  physics . . 

7.  Indonesia  (Industrial  development  credit) . ...,. 

Turkey. . . 

Do . . . 


Date  of  agree¬ 
ment 

Amount 

(millions) 

Interest 

rate 

Duration  of 
credit 

Percent 

Jan.  27,  1954 . 

$3.5 

3.0 

■July  19,54 _ 

1.0 

Oct.  .5,  19,54. . 

2. 1 

Jan.  28,  19.56 _ 

100.0 

2.0 

30  years _ 

December  1956. 

25.0 

Feb.  2,  1955 . 

115.0 

2.5 

12  years . 

June  19,  1955 _ 

Oct.  24,  19.55 _ 

Nov.  15,  1956 _ 

126.0 

2.5 

12  years . 

Feb.  7,  1954 _ 

10.0 

2.5 

10  years . 

Jan.  25,  1955 . 

10.0 

2.6 

_ do . . 

Jan.  13,  1956 _ 

IIO.O 

2.0 

. do . 

Feb.  2,  1956 . 

54.0 

2.0 

do 

. do . 

30.0 

2.0 

_ do _ 

Jan.  28,  1956 . 

Aug.  3,  1956 _ 

40.0 

2.0 

Lena  term.. 

. do- . 

175.0 

2.0 

_ do . 

Dec.  6,  1955 . 

Apr.  1,  19&6 . 

iVoc.  6,  195f>  ... 

Jan.  27,  1957  _ 

Feb.  10,  1956 _ 

Sept.  15,  1956.:.. 

100.0 

2.5 

12  years . 

July  31,  1957.... 

(10.  0) 

....'do.'. . 

(10.0) 

Brief  description  of  project 


Credit  to  cover  Soviet  equipment  and  services  of  technicians. 

Do. 

Do. 

Credit  to  finance  14  industry  and  transport  projects. 

Reported  by  Prime  Minister  Daud  in  his  address  of  Aug.  2r>. 
1956.  x 

Credit  to  pay  for  Soviet  blueprint,  equipment,  and  technicians 
used  in  the  construction  of  the  steel  plant  (1,000,000  tons). 

Soviet  machinery  to  be  supplied  on  credit  to  private  owners. 

Contract  with  private  firm  for  Soviet  equipment. 

To  cover  purchase  of  Soviet  heavy  industrial  machinery. 

To  bolster  foreign  exchange  resources  of  Finland. 

Do. 

First  installment:  Soviet  equipment  (on  credit)  for  2  fertilizer 
plants,  1  pow'CT  station. 

Tlredit  to  cover  Soviet  shipments  of  raw  materials  durhig  1950- 

For  use^during  1956-58  to  be  repaid  in  10  years,  beginning  Jan. 

For  coal,  shipbuilding,  oil  and  gas,  reclamation,  agriculture. 

Project  to  include  aluminum  plants,  hydroelectric  power  sta¬ 
tions,  bauxite  mines. 

Soviet  assistance  in  construction  to  be  paid  in  rice. 

Do. 

Announced  in  general  terms;  agreement  still  to  come. 

U.  S.  8.  K.  to  build  several  public  establishments  as  gift  in 
exchange  for  equal  gifts  in  rice  and  other  products. '  To  begin 
in  1957  and  complete  in  1963. 

Covers  Soviet  equipment  and  exchange  of  technical  personnel. 

To  cover  several  unspecified  industrial  projects.  Indonesia 
given  8  years  to  spend  credit  on  specific  projects. 

Agreement  with  banking  group  to  construct  a  glass  fiictory. 

Agr  eement  with  bank  for  construction  of  caustic  soda  plant. 


■  Indian  Government  accepted  Soviet  project  study  on  Mar.  8,  1956.  ’  In  conjunction  with  GDR;  this  credit  covers  1st  Installment  of  deliveries  to  b« 

2  Further  utilization  January  1956  industrial  development  credit.'  made  in  2  stages. 

Source:  U.  S.  Department  of  Commerce.  ^ 

Soviet  credits  to  bloc  countries 


Country 


Date  of  agreement 


Amount 

(millions) 


I.  Pre-February  1956:_ 

•Poland _ r... 

Do _ 

Czechoslovakia... 

North  Korea _ 

Albania _ 

Poland _ 

China.. . . 

East  Germany _ 

North  Korea _ 

Outer  Mongolia.. 

.  China _ _ 

Vietnam _ 

Bloc,  total  2 _ 

II.  Post-1956  (February): 

Bulgaria _ 

China.. . . 

East  Germany _ 


Mar,  5,  1947. . 

Jan.  20,  1948 _ _ 

December  1948... . 

March  1949 . . . 

April  1949 _ _ _ 

$28.0 
4.50. 0 
28.0 
40.  0 

June  1949.  . . 

100.0 

Feb.  14,  1950 . 

:)00.  0 

July  19xW . 

>  121.0 

September  1953 _ 

2,50.  0 

1946-55... . . 

22,5.  0 

Oct.  12,  1954 _ 

130.  0 

100.  0 

1945-55... . 

5,  250.  0 

Feb.  3,  19,56. . 

92.5 

Apr.  7,  1956 _ _ 

625.  0 

July  1956 . . . 

350.0 

Poland _ 

Hungary _ 

Poland,  pt.  I. 
Poland,  pt.  II, 


Sept.  24,  1956. 
Oct.  4,  19.56... 
Nov.  18,  1956. 
_ do . 


25.0 

2.5.0 

175.0 

100.0 


Rumania. 


Dec.  3,  1956. 


67.5 


East  Germany. 
East  Germany. 

Bulgaria _ 

Czechoslovakia 

Hungary,  I _ 

Hungary,  II.... 


Jan.  7,  1957... 

_ do. . 

Jan.  12,  19.57.. 
Jan.  29,  1957.. 
Mar.  28,  1957. 
_ do _ 


85.0 

20.0 

50.0 


3  187.  5 
31.  25 


Albania. 


Apr.  17,  1957. 


7.75 


Outer  Mongolia. 

Bloc,  total _ 

Bloc,  total _ 


May  15,  1957... 

1956-57 _ 

Postw'ar  period. 


50.0 
1, 750. 0 
7,000.0 


Duration 


1948-50 _ 


1949-51 _ 


195,3-58.... 

1950-54 _ 

1953-54 _ 


10  years... 


19,57-60 _ 

1960- 65.-.. 

1963-65 _ 

1961- 62 _ 

10  years... 


1957-5911" 


1961-70.... 
Same _ 


Brief  description 


Short-term  loan  in  gold  and  convertible  currency. 

Credit  to  cover  Soviet  equipment. 

Short-term  credit  in  gold  and  tree  exchange. 

Short-term  credit  for  Soviet  raw  materials. 

Unspecified  credit  for  Soviet  equipment. 

Credit  to  cover  Soviet  industrial  equipment. 

Credit  to  cover  Soviet  industrial  equipment  (interest  rate,  1  percent). 
Short-term  credit  for  excess  Soviet  exports. 

Only  know'n  major  grant;  for  postwar  reconstruction. 

Total  credits  for  industrial  development. 

Long-term  credit  for  industrial  equipment. 

Credit  for  economic  development. 

Total  value  of  intrabloc  long-term  credits,  since  end  of  World  War  II. 

Credit  for  agricultural  and  industrial  equipment  from  U.  S.  S.  R. 

Credit  to  equip  55  Chinese  plants. 

Reduced  GDR  share  in  occupation  costs  from  $700  million  to  $350  million. 

Increased  price  paid  for  uranium. 

Partly  in  free  exchange;  partly  in  raw  materials. 

Free  exchange,  40  percent;  raw  materials,  60  percent. 

Credit  for  industrial  equipment. 

Credit  for  wheat  (1.4  million  tons).  Also  agreed  to  cancel  Polish  debt  ($525 
millions)  in  payment  for  full  price  on  coal  1946-.53. 

Credit  to  cover  Soviet  machinery  and  grain.  Also;  canceled  Rumanian  debt 
for  Soviet  share  in  “joint”  companies  ($700  millions);  4-year  moratorium  oa 
other  debts. 

Loan  in  free  exchange  to  buy  in  world  market. 

Credit  for  Soviet  equipment. 

Credit  to  pay  for  Soviet  wheat. 

Credit  to  cover  expansion  of  uranium  mines. 

[Economic  aid  and  payment  as.sistance.  Also  agreed  (1)  to  cancel  debt  in 
joint  companies  ($90  million)  and  (2)  deter  repayment  on  earlier  loan  ($37.5 
[  million). 

Credit  to  cover  cxce.ss  exports.  Also  canceled  2  debts:  (1)  For  14  industrial 
plants  ($87  million),  and  (2)  for  other  goods  ($18.5  million). 

Credit  for  future  Soviet  deliveries  of  equipment,  material,  and  service. 

Source:  Pravda,  July  14,  1957. 


1  Including  $34  million  in  the  form  of  gold  and  free  exchange. 

2  Cited  by  Khrushchev  (Pravda,  Feb.  15,  1956);  probably  includes  satellite  debts 
to  the  U.  S.  S.  R.  incurred  as  a  re.sult  of  the  liquidation  of  the  “joint  companies”  iu 
late  1954  (figure  for  China,  $1.4  billion). 


3  Includes  $50  million  in  free  exchange. 

Source;  European  Division,  Department  of  Commerce,  Aug.  26,  1957. 
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Mr.  JAVITS.  Also,  to  show  the  com¬ 
petition  which  we  are  meeting,  I  also  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  an 
article  entitled  “The  Soviet  Venture  in 
Foreign  Aid,”  which  was  published  in 
the  Journal  of  the  American  Association 
of  University  Women  for  January  1957, 
written  by  Leon  M.  Herman,  Chief  of  the 
U.  S.  S.  R.  Division  of  the  Commerce 
Department. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows; 

The  Soviet  Venture  in  Foreign  Aid 
(By  Leon  M.  Herman’) 

The  current  excursion  of  the  U.  S.  S.  R. 
Into  economic  aid  derives  its  chief  dramatic 
impact  from  the  novelty,  rather  than  the 
magnitude,  of  the  operation.  Prior  to  its 
mid- 1953  shift,  Soviet  foreign  economic 
policy  was  far  too  intensely  involved  in  the 
process  of  building  an  impregnable  fortress 
around  the  U.  S.  S.  R.  to  show  any  construc¬ 
tive  interest  in  the  economic  ills  of  the  less 
industrialized  nations.  At  the  borders  of  its 
own  orbit,  its  main  economic  effort,  until 
quite  recently,  has  been  directed  toward  as¬ 
sembling  and  erecting  the  barriers  it  has 
considered  necessary  for  the  consolidation  of 
its  new  economic  empire. 

This  empire  was  proudly  hailed  by  Stalin  in 
late  1952  as  a  parallel  world  market,  immune 
to  the  influences  of  the  non-Soviet  world 
economy  and  strong  enough  to  advance  the 
doom  of  the  industrial  nations  of  the  West. 
Within  as  well  as  outside  the  orbit,  postwar 
Soviet  economic  foreign  policy  was  marked 
by  a  vigorous  pursuit  of  the  rewards,  rather 
than  the  responsibilities,  of  a  great  power 
in  its  relations  with  its  weaker  neighbors. 

During  the  first  8  years  of  the  postwar  pe¬ 
riod,  the  Soviet  Government  was  variously 
engaged,  particularly  in  Eastern  Europe,  in 
gathering  the  fruits  of  its  military  victory. 
In  this  region,  where  the  main  objectives 
of  the  postwar  policy  were  pursued  with 
least  restraint,  the  chief  concern  was  to 
maintain  a  mighty  flow  of  goods  from  the 
shattered  economies  of  the  satellite  nations 
Into  the  channels  of  Soviet  domestic  re¬ 
construction.  This  inflow  was  facilitated  by 
an  ingenious  mechanism  of  legal  arrange¬ 
ments,  including  massive  deliveries  in  the 
form  of  reparations,  joint  companies  to  op¬ 
erate  promising  satellite  industries,  and  a 
vast  network  of  Soviet  properties  abroad. 

So  long  as  it  remained  absorbed  in  the 
systematic  acquisition  of  unrequited  im¬ 
ports,  the  Soviet  Government  displayed  lit¬ 
tle  sympathy  with  the  idea  of  economic 
assistance  to  weaker  nations.  Yet  the  fact 
that  the  western  nations  were  earnestly 
seeking  ways  to  extend  effective  economic 
aid  to  less  developed  countries  was  not  un¬ 
noticed.  Far  from  perceiving  any  merit  in 
these  efforts,  however,  the  leadership  feigned 
to  be  gravely  concerned  over  their  effect 
on  recipient  countries.  It  repeatedly  branded 
economic  aid  a  threat  to  domestic  indus¬ 
tries,  standards  of  living,  and  the  independ¬ 
ence  of  weaker  nations  . 

This  rigidly  held  position  was  wholly 
abandoned  after  the  death  of  Stalin.  As  a 
first  step,  the  Soviet  Government  moved 
quickly  to  scrap  the  machinery  of  exploita¬ 
tion  he  had  erected  in  Eastern  Europe.  Out¬ 
standing  reparations  deliveries  from  East 
Germany  were  canceled  in  July  1953,  fol¬ 
lowing  the  riots  in  East  Berlin.  The  joint 
companies,  including  four  new  enterprises 
established  in  China  during  1950,  were  hur¬ 
riedly  dissolved  during  September-November 
1954.  Finally  the  network  of  properties  ac¬ 
quired  in  Austria  were  ordered  to  be  re- 


’Mr.  Herman  Is  Chief  of  the  U.  S.  S.  R. 
Section  of  the  European  Division,  U.  S. 
Department  of  Commerce. 


turned  under  the  terms  of  the  long-dQjayed 
treaty  of  peace,  signed  in  May  1955. 

MORE  FLEXIBLE  BEHAVIOR 

The  scrapping  of  the  special  apparatus  in 
Eastern  Europe  cleared  the  way  for  more 
flexible  Soviet  behavior.  In  July  1953,  the 
Soviet  Government  made  its  first  annual 
contribution,  4  million  rubles,  to  the  United 
Nations  Fund  for  Technical  Assistance,  which 
had  been  in  existence  since  November  1949. 
In  August  1953,  a  new  type  of  trade  agree¬ 
ment  was  concluded  with  the  Argentine  Gov¬ 
ernment,  amidst  great  publicity. 

In  another  major  commercial  arrangement, 
with  India  in  December  1953,  the  U.  S.  S.  R. 
further  committed  Itself  to  ship  industrial 
equipment  of  the  kind  never  before  exported 
by  the  U.  S.  S.  R.  to  non-Communist  coun¬ 
tries.  The  ambitious  commercial  arrange¬ 
ment  was  accompanied  by  an  offer  to  extend 
technical  assistance. 

STALIN  FORMULA  SCRAPPED 

The  removal  of  the  massive  figure  of  Stalin 
in  March  1953  opened  a  new  perspective  in 
the  world  outlook  of  his  successors.  The  re¬ 
action  came  in  two  stages.  The  new  line  of 
action  began  almost  Immediately  after  Sta¬ 
lin’s  death,  while  the  theory  underlying 
the  new  practice  was  not  revealed  until  the 
Twentieth  Party  Congress,  in  February  1956. 
Then  it  clearly  emerged  that  in  the  sphere 
of  foreign  policy  Stalin’s  successors  fully 
shared  his  basic  determination  to  undermine 
the  power  position  of  the  'Western  nations. 
Stalin’s  analysis  of  world  conditions,  how¬ 
ever,  was  adjudged  too  doctrinaire,  too 
strongly  influenced  by  Marxist  optimism. 

In  Stalin’s  view,  the  future  of  the  princi¬ 
pal  Western  nations  was  thoroughly  weak¬ 
ened  by  mutual  economic  rivalry  on  the  one 
hand  and  by  a  shrunken  market  for  their 
products  on  the  other.  The  deterioration 
of  their  position  was  so  serious,  in  his  opin¬ 
ion,  that  a  certain  amount  of  promotion  of 
this  rivalry  on  the  part  of  the  Soviet  Union, 
coupled  with  increased  intra-bloc  integra¬ 
tion,  would  bring,  about  irretrievable  eco¬ 
nomic  decline  in  the  West  and,  eventually, 
an  internecine  war  over  markets. 

Stalin’s  successors  reject,  above  all,  his 
argument  that  the  economies  of  the  western 
nations  have  been  fatally  damaged  and  are 
doomed  to  decline.  This  sanguine  premise 
they  now  consider  Inadequate  for  the  under¬ 
standing  of  the  complex  phenomenon  of 
modern  capitalism. 

The  present  rules  of  Russia  have  based 
their  latest  line  of  action  on  the  premise  that 
new  tensions  would  have  to  be  injected  nto 
the  non-Communist  world  in  the  years 
ahead.  They  see  their  best  opportunities 
for  such  additional  tension  in  the  complex 
area  of  relations  between  the  industrialized 
countries  of  the  West  and  the  less  developed 
regions  around  the  world. 

Before  the  Soviet  Union  itself  could  play 
an  effective  role  in  this  theater  of  operations, 
it  had  to  achieve  some  status  in  the  less 
developed  regons  as  a  mature,  surplus-pro- 
ducng  Industrial  power.  As  a  matter  of 
record,  however,  the  Soviet  Union  had  delib¬ 
erately  circumscribed  its  contact  with  the 
world  economy.  Its  trade  activity  outside 
the  industrialized  West  was  small  and  spor¬ 
adic.  Commercially,  in  effect,  the  U.  S.  S.  R. 
had  treated  the  less  developed  regions  of  the 
world  in  a  spirit  usually  ascribed  by  Soviet 
writers  to  the  Imperialists,  namely  as  a  raw 
materials  appendage  'to  the  industrialized 
West. 

THE  ECONOMIC  SETTING 

But  with  the  steady  increase  in  industrial 
production  in  the  U.  S.  S.  R.,  regular  and 
direct  contact  with  overseas  sources  of  raw 
materials  became  imperative.  The  Soviet 
economic  planning  system  had  not  produced 
the  necessary  operating  balance  between, 
production  and  consumption  even  in  do¬ 
mestically  available  industrial  materials. 


Sizable  periodic  shortfalls  In  raw  materials 
require  a  ready  access  to  Imports. 

The  introduction  of  the  same  type  of  state 
planning  into  the  satellite  nations  had  in¬ 
creased  considerably  the  need,  both  actual 
and  potential,  for  Imported  raw  materials. 
From  the  standpoint  of  normal  commodity 
exchange,  too,  the  steady  expansion  of 
capacity  for  manufacturing  by  the  U.  S.  S.  R. 
and  the  satellites  had  Increased  the  general 
pool  from  which  goods  could  be  drawn  for 
export  to  the  under-industrialized  countries. 

On  economic  grounds  alone,  the  existence 
of  a  growing  annual  pool  of  industrial  goods 
within  the  Soviet  Union  has  not,  by  itself, 
produced  a  signiflcant  outflow  of  Industrial 
exports.  Internal  need  and  demand  from 
the  other  bloc  countries  easily  consume  the 
"bulk  of  domestic  machinery  production.  In 
Soviet  practice,  goods  assigned  for  export  do 
not  necessarily  stem  from  a  net  surplus. 
They  are  more  often  than  not  diversions 
from  low-ranking  domestic  consumers.  A 
larger  scale  of  annual  production,  never¬ 
theless,  does  provide  a  base  for  larger  scale 
diversions  to  high-priority  exports. 

Against  this  setting  of  forced  surpluses, 
the  economic  aid  approach  has  a  distinct 
advantage  over  normal  trade.  It  commits 
the  Soviet  Government  not  so  much  to  a 
large  immediate  export  program  as  to  a  series 
of  deferred  anual  shipments  to  the  recipient 
countries,  shipments  from  the  industrial  sec¬ 
tor  of  the  economy  which  is.  of  course,  be¬ 
ing  expanded  at  a  preferred  rate. 

SOVIET  RESOURCES  FOR  AID 

The  Soviet  economy  produces  machinery 
and  other  industrial  products  on  a  sub¬ 
stantial  scale  and  in  variety.  The  domestic 
machine-building  Industry  has  for  some 
time  been  the  principal  dynamic  force  push¬ 
ing  industrialization  forward. 

Were  domestic  economic  considerations 
alone  to  prevail,  this  annual  output  could 
easily  be  absorbed  at  home.  For  reasons  of 
foreign  policy,  however,  a  segment  of  the 
domestic  volume  of  machinery  production  is 
now  judiciously  apportioned  for  export,  first 
among  the  countries  of  the  Soviet  orbit  and, 
for  the  past  year  or  so,  among  a  number  of 
countries  in  the  non-Soviet  community.  All 
the  same,  the  U.  S.  S.  R.  continues  to  depend 
on  the  world  market  for  additional  imports 
of  machinery.  Its  own  export  potential  is 
still  made  up  largely  of  raw  materials,  agri¬ 
cultural  as  well  as  industrial.  'What  is  more, 
imports  of  machinery  from  abroad  continue 
to  be  acquired  at  an  increasing  rate.  Exports 
in  this  category  of  goods  are  quite  small. 

The  current  attempt  to  enter  into  many 
markets  at  once  as  a  potential  exporter  comes 
as  a  result  of  a  deliberate  decision  rather 
than  a  natural  development  of  ecomonic  re¬ 
lations  outside  the  bloc.  Many  of  the  coun¬ 
tries  now  high  in  the  aid  program,  such  as 
Burma,  Indonesia,  India,  and  Yugoslavia, 
have  had  little  or  virtually  no  trade  relations 
with  the  U.  S.  S.  R.  previously,  and  certainly 
no  experience  in  importing  equipment  from 
that  source. 

EXPERIMENTAL  EXPORTS 

The  recent  undertakings  in  exporting  ma¬ 
chinery  are  essentially  experimental,  in  re¬ 
gard  to  both  available  quantities  within  the 
Soviet  economy  and  acceptability  of  the 
Soviet  product.  Therefore  a  program  of  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  which  would  include  the  supply  of 
equipment  over  a  period  of  time  recommends 
itself  to  the  U.  S.  S.  R.  in  preference  to  a 
straightforward,  unadvertised  expansion  of 
commercial  exports  ef  machinery. 

In  the  first  place,  it  could  be  rather  diffi¬ 
cult  for  Soviet  economic  authorities  to  mus¬ 
ter  sizable  quantities  of  equipment  for  im¬ 
mediate  export.  Within  the  economic  aid 
setting,  however,  the  government  finds  it  less 
burdensome  to  set  aside  a  modest  part  of  its 
futiue  production  for  deserving  non-Com- 
munlst  countries.  Given  its  present  supply 
position,  it  is  obviously  more  practical  for 
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the  XT.  S.  S.  R.  to  delay,  to  string  out,  its 
export  commitments  Involving  industrial 
equipment.  Second,  deliveries  made  within 
the  framework  of  a  friendly  arrangement  for 
aid  are  less  likely  to  be  subjected  to  the  rig¬ 
orous  test  of  quality  and  modernity  applied 
to  competitive  commercial  imports. 

The  Soviet  entry  into  the  field  of  economic 
aid  has  been  marked  by  a  characteristic  ap¬ 
proach,  that  of  too  much  too  soon.  A  whole 
host  of  underprivileged  home  industries  are 
still  muddling  along  as  best  they  can  with 
antiquated  equipment.  Even  so  modest  an 
undertaking  as  building  grain  elevators  for 
Afghanistan  did  not  arise  from  a  surplus 
position.  It  came  before  some  of  Russia’s 
own  Asian  provinces  saw  their  first  grain 
elevator.  Similarly  technological  institutes 
of  the  type  promised  to  India  and  Burma 
are  still  admittedly  scarce  in  Russia’s  in¬ 
dustrial  centers  east  of  the  Ural  Mountains. 

Even  more  critical  at  the  moment  is  the 
fact  yiat  the  Soviet  bid  for  prestige  abroad 
has  added  to  the  economic  burdens  of  the 
satellite  nations.  The  more  industrialized 
members  of  the  Soviet  captive  alliance  have 
been  directly  pressed  into  the  Soviet  cam¬ 
paign  to  gain  an  economic  foothold  in  less 
developed  areas.  Nor  have  the  largely  agri¬ 
cultural  satellites  been  spared.  There  can 
be  no  doubt  that  their  economic  distress 
could  have  been  alleviated  by  a  generous 
Soviet  contribution  to  intrabloc  economic 
aid. 

THE  CONTENT  OP  THE  SOVIET  APPEAI, 

In  proffering  economic  aid.  Soviet  spokes¬ 
men  have  tried  to  avoid  the  implication  that 
they  have  been  won  over  to  the  positive  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  needs  of  less  developed  coun¬ 
tries  which  the  Western  powers  have  fol¬ 
lowed  for  nearly  a  decade.  They  are  at  great 
pains  to  claim  a  unique  solution  to  an  en¬ 
tirely  new  problem,  based  on  motives  of 
hitherto  unknown  purity.  They  present  an 
image  of  themselves  as  historic  bearers  of  the 
gift  of  industrialization  to  all  duly  quali¬ 
fied  backward  regions  and  nations.  As  a 
matter  of  historical  record,  the  Soviet  argu¬ 
ment  runs,  the  U.  S.  S.  R.  was  itself  a  back¬ 
ward  country  only  a  few  decades  ago.  Rapid 
industrialization  is,  so  to  speak,  in  its  blood. 

In  practice,  the  Soviet  Government  has 
geared  its  offers  to  exploitation  of  some  of 
the  weaknesses  of  existing  western  aid  pro¬ 
grams.  This  it  has  tried  to  accomplish,  for 
example,  by  undercutting  the  Interest  rates 
at  which  industrialization  credits  are  nor¬ 
mally  extended  by  western  governments  and 
international  banking  institutions.  Repay¬ 
ment  in  the  form  of  local  export  goods  is 
publicly  invited.  In  addition,  the  Soviet 
Union  disclaims  any  interest  in  deriving 
future  economic  gain,  beyond  nominal  in¬ 
terest  earnings,  from  installations  it  helps  to 
build.  Soviet  aid  is  also  tailored  to  suit  the 
sensibilities  of  receiving  nations,  taking  the 
form  of  loans  rather  than  charity. 

In  the  typical  Soviet  arrangement,  provi¬ 
sion  is  made  to  help  the  recipient  countries 
to  dispose  of  domestic  surpluses,  usually 
agricultural  and  often  difficult  to  market. 
The  Soviet  Government  also  focuses  its  pro¬ 
gram  on  the  support  of  projects  that  are 
high  on  the  priority  list  of  the  local  govern¬ 
ments.  It  is,  at  the  same  time,  notably  more 
interested  in  strengthening  the  position  of 
the  government  than  in  raising  the  level  of 
welfare  in  the  recipient  country.  Wherever 
possible  the  leaders  direct  Soviet  economic 
contribution  to  expanding  government  own¬ 
ership  as  a  counterweight  to  private  enter¬ 
prise. 

Above  all,  however,  the  lesson  which  the 
leaders  of  the  U.  S.  S.  R.  are  interested  in 
driving  home  to  less  developed  countries  is 
that  Soviet  aid  can  reduce  drastically  the 
need  for  close  economic  intercourse  with 
western  nations.  As  Moscow  would  like  oth¬ 
ers  to  see  it,  Soviet  aid  is  a  contribirfion  to. 
the  national  independence  of  former  colonial 
peoples. 


Since  the  only  bonds  now  linking  most 
of  the  less  developed  areas  with  the  West  are 
economic,  the  Soviet  drive  is  designed  to 
lossen  these  ties.  To  accomplish  this,  the 
government  must  establish  its  qualifications 
as  a  mature  industrial  partner  capable  of 
displacing  the  West.  Regardless  of  its  real 
capacities,  a  good  showing  must  be  made. 
Nor  is  it  entirely  a  matter  of  self-recommen- 
dation  to  overseas  countries.  In  a  very  real 
way,  the  new  Soviet  activity  in  the  less  de¬ 
veloped  regions  is  intended  to  deliver  an  in¬ 
direct  blow  in  its  longstanding  economic 
dispute  with  the  West. 

By  playing  the  role,  however  unnatural, 
of  a  surplus  producer  of  equipment,  the 
Soviet  Union  hopes  to  stimulate  doubt 
among  western  businessmen  regarding  stra¬ 
tegic  trade  controls,  doubt  as  to  whether  such 
controls  could  effectively  deter  the  indus¬ 
trial  expansion  of  a  country  that  has  reached 
a  stage  of  export  surpluses  in  equipment  and 
technical  personnel.  ^In  short,  Soviet  strat¬ 
egists  are  watching  for  the  effect  of  their 
current  aid  program  not  so  much  upon  the 
economies  of  the  importing  countries  as 
upon  the  headlines  in  the  commercial  press 
of  Western  Europe,  Canada,  Japan,  and  the 
United  States. 

Soviet  economic  aid  to  independent  coun¬ 
tries  has  been  essentially  a  gambit,  a  sacri¬ 
fice  move  running  counter  to  basic  policy 
drive — the  drive  to  amass  overwhelming 
economic  strength  within  its  own  orbit  while 
promoting  and  exploiting  weakness  and  dis¬ 
tress  in  countries  that  have  not  accepted  the 
Communist  formula.  Soviet  economic  aid 
is  a  negative  operation  designed  to  widen 
existing  breaches  among  nations  and  fan  the 
embers  of  national  discontent.  As  such,  the 
entire  present  effort  could  be  easily  upset 
by  a  shift  in  official  risk  calculation. 

An  enduring  effort  to  assist  less  developed 
nations  has  to  be  founded  upon  more  con¬ 
structive  expectations.  Existing  United 
States  and  western  programs  of  foreign  aid 
hold  out  a  real  promise  of  lasting  good 
results.  The  West’s  economic  aid  is  guided 
by  the  practical,  tested  principle  that  indus¬ 
trially  advanced  neighbors  make  the  most 
stable  economic  partners  and  that  the  pros¬ 
perity  of  the  more  developed  nations  is  ren¬ 
dered  more  secure  by  the  raising  of  standards 
of  well-being  in  all  {larts  of  the  world. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Finally,  Mr.  President, 
I  wish  to  read  the  conclusion  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate’s  Special  Committee  To  Study  the 
Foreign  Air  Program,  which  made  a  con¬ 
tract  for  project  No.  3  with  the  Council 
for  Economic  and  Industry  Research, 
Inc.,  the  project  being  foreign-assistance 
activities  of  the  Communist  bloc,  and 
their  implications  for  the  United  States. 

At  page  54  the  concluding  comments 
are: 

The  Soviet  economic  offensive  is  the  newest 
development  to  face  United  States  foreign- 
assistance  policy.  Tlie  future  course  of  this 
economic  offensive  is,  of  course,  a  matter  of 
uncertainty.  Its  future,  whatever  that  turns 
out  to  be,  is  a  matter  to  be  decided  by  Soviet 
international  political  policy.  The  bloc  of¬ 
fensive  can  grow.  United  States  foreign 
policy  must  take  heavy  account  of  present 
Communist  aid  activity  and  be  prepared  for 
future  growth  in  this  direction.  Being 
ready  costs  little  if  the  threat  fails.  But  not 
being  ready  would  cost  much  if  the  threat 
grows. 

In  summary,  Mr.  President,  I  am  for 
the  foreign-aid  program.  I  think  the 
appropriation  is  too  little.  I  hope  very 
much  it  is  not  too  late.  We  are  fighting 
this  battle  every  day.  As  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  has  said,  it  will  go  on 
into  the  indefinite  future.  But  I  deeply 
feel  we  must  learn  our  lesson  from  Rus¬ 


sian  competition  and  we  must  learn  our 
lesson  from  the  indisputable  proof  of  the 
great  impact  on  the  economy  of  the 
United  States,  as  expressed  in  terms  of 
foreign  trade  and  overseas  private  in¬ 
vestment.  Our  foreign  trade  is  10  per¬ 
cent  of  our  gross  national  product,  a  very 
enormous  factor,  which  could  make  for 
depression  or  prosperity  in  itself. 

In  my  opinion,  we  should  have  given 
the  President  what  he  asked  for.  We 
should  have  provided  more  for  the  eco¬ 
nomic  development  loan  fund,  for  I  think 
that  was  the  soundest  kind  of  investment 
we  could  have  made. 

However,  I  favor  this  appropriation  bill 
as  the  best  that  can  be  worked  out  in  a 
practical  world.  I  think  we  have  to  con¬ 
sider,  in  any  discussion  of  foreign  aid. 
the  dependence  of  the  American  economy 
on  our  foreign  trade,  and  the  growing 
and  real  and  vital  competition  in  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  and  technical  assistance  to 
Soviet  bloc  countries  and  other  coun¬ 
tries  by  the  Soviet  Union  itself. 

Mr.  President,  this  may  be  a  quiet  de¬ 
bate,  with  relatively  few  Senators  pres¬ 
ent  in  the  Chamber,  and  this  bill  may  be 
accepted  as  one  that  will  pass,  but  it  is 
very  portentous  to  peace  and  war,  the 
well  being  and,  indeed,  the  survival  of 
our  people.  If  the  lessons  to  which  I 
have  referred  are  not  read  correctly  by 
the  Senate,  we  shall  be  making  disas¬ 
trous  mistakes,  and  the  survival  of  the 
people  and  the  freedom  of  the  people  of 
the  United  States  and  of  the  free  world, 
may  indeed  be  put  in  jeopardy.  I  hope 
I  shall  never  be  found  derelict  in  having 
failed  to  lift  my  voice  to  help  read  those 
signs  aright  on  the  international  scene. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  an 
editorial  in  the  Sunday  Oregonian,  of 
Portland,  Oreg.,  of  August  18,  1957,  ex¬ 
presses  my  attitude  that  drastic  cuts  in 
foreign  aid  and  mutual  security  are  risk¬ 
ing  the  solidarity  of  the  free  world  and 
the  future  of  the  United  States. 

I  am  supporting  President  Eisenhower 
on  this  issue,  not  because  of  any  partisan 
affinity  but  because  I  happen  to  believe 
the  President  is  essentially  right.  It  is 
easy  to  attack  foreign  aid,  difficult  to  de¬ 
fend  such  a  program  in  the  political 
arena.  Yet,  if  our  foreign  aid  were  dras¬ 
tically  curtailed,  I  fear  we  would  be 
gravely  set  back  and  retarded  in  the  cold 
war  against  the  Soviet  Union.  Further¬ 
more,  I  think  that  foreign  aid  helps  to 
keep  in  uniform  such  staunch  allies  as 
Turkey,  South  Korea,  Great  Britain  and 
other  nations.  If  these  countries  were 
unable  to  defend  vital  areas  of  the  globe, 
we  either  woulc  have  to  surrender  those 
realms  to  the  aggressive  Soviet  orbit  or 
else  have  young  Americans  stationed 
there  in  great  numbers,  risking  their 
lives  and  foresaking  their  homes  and 
firesides.  *That  is  something  for  us  to 
think  about  when  we  hear  rambunctious 
and  sweeping  political  orations  against 
foreign  aid. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  edi- 
“torial  from  the  Oregonian  of  August  18, 
■entitled  “Politics  Before  Security,’’  ap¬ 
pear  in  the  Record  for  the  information 
of  my  colleagues,  who  soon  will  vote  on 
this  vital  question. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows; 
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Politics  Before  Sectjritt 

Those  who  profess  to  be  experts  on  the 
mutual-security  program — that  10-year-old 
plan  for  allied  cooperation  in  strengthening 
the  military  defenses  of  the  non-Communist 
world  in  which  the  United  States  has  spent 
$17  billion,  and  our  allies  $107  billion — 
are  more  or  less  agreed  that  it  can¬ 
not  be  terminated.  They  are  not  all  agreed 
on  the  amount  of  United  States  participa¬ 
tion  needed  at  this  time. 

The  vote  of  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  in  slashing  $862  million  from  the 
budget  of  nearly  $3,400,000,000  previously  au¬ 
thorized  by  Congress  is  not,  however,  a  re- 
fl3ction  of  the  judgment  of  experts. 

The  vote  represented  politicking  in  the 
highest  degree.  All  of  this  session,  the  House 
has  been  shouting  "economy,”  and  sending 
up  smoke  signals  to  the  voters  as  if  it  were 
getting  economy.  It  made  a  paper  slash  of 
the  domestic  budget,  while  cagily  providing 
for  the  more  rapid  expenditure  of  previously 
appropriated  funds.  The  result  will  be  a 
greater  actual  expenditure  in  fiscal  1958  than 
the  budget  figure.  This  is  justified  on  the 
basis  that  carryover  funds  should  be  reduced. 
But  don’t  ever  think  the  Government  is 
spending  less.  It  is  spending  more. 

The  foreign-aid  budget,  more  properly 
called  mutual  security  budget,  was  a  sitting 
duck  for  the  political  economizers.  Not  many 
voters  really  understand  the  advantage  to 
the  United  States  in  helping  to  strengthen 
the  allied  forces  that  are  under  the  guns  of 
the  Communist  empire.  It  is  much  less  cost 
ly  to  help  train  and  outfit  these  forces  than 
it  is  to  maintain  comparable  forces  of  Ameri 
cans  either  abroad  or  in  this  country.  The 
President  is  right  in  calling  it  “false  econ¬ 
omy”  to  undermine  allied  military  strength 
before  the  first  tottering  steps  toward  dis 
armament  have  really  accomplished  any¬ 
thing. 

In  our  opinion,  the  83  Republicans  and 
181  Democrats  who  joined  in  crippling  what 
was  left  of  the  foreign  aid  authorization  are 
taking  an  unconscionable  risk  with  the  se¬ 
curity  of  the  United  States,  in  the  face  of 
repeated  and  solemn  warnings  by  President 
Eisenhower,  backed  by  the  real  experts  in 
world  affairs. 

Congress  previously  had  reduced  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  minimum  foreign  aid  budget 
by  $500,000,000,  in  the  authorization  bill. 
The  additional  cut  by  the  House  of  $862,- 
000,000  adds  up  to  a  total  reduction  of 
$1,362,000,000.  This  leaves  only  $2,500,000,- 
000  in  new  funds. 

President  Eisenhower — supported  by  ex- 
Presldent  Truman — specifically  pleaded  for 
the  full  $500,000,000  provided  in  the  authori¬ 
zation  bill  for  a  development  fund.  The 
President  said  this  would  allow  the  United 
States  to  transform  our  economic  help 
largely  from  the  grant  basis  to  the  loan 
basis,  something  which  every  committee  that 
has  studied  this  problem  recommends 
strongly.  The  House  voted,  149  to  101,  to 
slash  this  fund  to  $300,000,000. 

If  the  Senate  goes  along  with  the  House  in 
what  the  President  calls  this  false  econ¬ 
omy.  Mr.  Eisenhower  must  face  the  decision 
of  drastically  reducing  the  foreign  assistance 
program  or  calling  Congress  back  into  spe¬ 
cial  session.  In  the  present  mood  of  Con¬ 
gress,  the  latter  might  not  accomplish  any¬ 
thing.  But  we  do  not  think  the  President 
will  hesitate  to  do  this  if  necessary.  He 
would  be  more  Inclined  to  do  so  if  he  felt 
the  people  of  America  actually  understand 
the  need  for  mutual  security  and  the  risks 
of  economizing  in  that  field. 
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ATTACK  UPON  SENATOR  NEU- 
BEItGER  FOR  HIS  OPPOSITION  TO 
BRUCES  EDDY  DAM  PROJECT  ON 
NORWi  FORK  OF  CLEARWATER 
RIVEI 

Mr.  NEQBERGER.  Mr.  President,  on 
August  13,  ^57,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Kworshak]  assailed  me  as  a 
saboteur  and\as  a  hypocrite,  because  I 
was  opposed  cid  a  proposed  power  and 
flood-control  pAject  in  his  State  which, 
in  my  opinion,  would  damage  wildlife, 
fisheries,  and  scenic  outdoor  values. 

I  did  not  reply 'to  kind  to  these  de¬ 
nunciations,  and  I  «io  not  intend  to  do 
so  now,  because  I  rMuse  to  indulge  in 
political  abuse  or  character  assassina¬ 
tion.  Such  tactics  onlV  hurt  those  who 
rely  upon  them,  and  ruijt  the  intended 
victims. 

On  August  26,  yesterday  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  continued  his  Mtack  by  in¬ 
cluding  in  the  pages  of  t™  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  an  editorial  from  an  Idaho 
newspaper  v/hich,  in  essenceX  repeated 
some  of  those  charges  agains\  me.  I 
was  presiding  over  the  Senate^iat  the 
time  of  the  insertion  and,  in  effect,Vrant- 
ed  the  unanimous  consent  which  placed 
the  editorial  in  the  Record.  I  woula  not 
have  objected  had  I  been  on  the  fl\)or, 
because  if  the  Senator  from  Idaho  wisnps 
to  use  the  pages  of  the  Record  to  attac 
me  further  personally,  I  rather  imaging 
he  will  net  small  gains  from  that,  if  any,' 
One  sentence  from  the  editorial,  which  ^ 
was  printed  in  the  Boise,  Idaho,  States¬ 
man  of  August  20,  charged  that  I  was 
“in  collusion  with  hypocritical  groups’An 
attempting  to  block  authorization  of, the 
Bruces  Eddy  Dam  on  the  North  of 
the  Clearwater  River.  This  descpption 
in  the  Idaho  newspaper  of  organizations 
which  have  opposed  construction  of 
Bruces  Eddy  Dam  reflects  the  statement 
made  by  the  senior  Senator  ^om  Idaho 
[Mr.  DworshakJ  on  August  43  when  he 
said :  / 

Mr.  President,  the  hypc^rltlcal  groups 
which  contend  that  efforts  Are  being  made 
to  disregard  fish  and  wildl^e  aspects  of  the 
project  deliberately  misre«esent  and  distort 
the  facts.  / 

These  are  the  gr^ps,  Mr.  President, 
which  have  been  cmposing  construction 
of  the  Bruces  Eddyni-oject:  Idaho  Wild¬ 
life  Federation,  Iflaho  Outdoor  Associa¬ 
tion,  Oregon  divy^ion  of  the  Izaak  Walton 
League  of  Any^rica,  the  Izaak  Walton 
League  of  America,  the  National  Wild¬ 
life  Federati^,  the  Wilderness  Society, 
the  WildliJ^Management  Institute,  the 
National  9^rks  Association,  the  Sierra 
Club,  theyNational  Hikers  and  Campers 
Association,  the  National  Audubon  So¬ 
ciety,  Citizens  Committee  on  Natural  Re- 
sourc^.  Federation  of  Western  Outdoor 
Clul^  Sport  Fishing  Institute,  Outdoor 
yfers  Association  of  America,  General 
ration  of  Women’s  Clubs,  Commer- 
cUll  Fishermen’s  Association  of  Sand- 
lint,  Idaho;  Lewis-Clark  Wildlife  Club 
f  Lewiston,  Idaho;  St.  Joe  Valley  Fish 


and  Game  Association  of  St.  Mari/s, 
Idaho;  Palouse  River  Wildlife  Fed^a- 
tion  of  Potlatch,  Idaho;  White  ^ne 
Sportsman  Association  of  Troy,  Maho. 

Inasmuch  as  the  Senator  fromAdaho 
has  been  contending — through  Wis  own 
voice  and  via  his  editorial  outlets — that 
I  am  in  alliance  with  hypocritical  groups, 
I  urge  that  he  inform  the  Smate  if  he 
regards  the  above-listed  c/ganizations 
in  that  category. 

When  a  man  makes  str^g  charges,  he 
should  be  willing  to  ba^  them  up  or 
apologize  for  them,  i^coi’ding  to  the 
^Senator  from  Idaho,  ^am  a  ‘‘saboteur” 
‘and  a  “hypocrite.”  1  also  am  in  “col¬ 
lusion.  with  hyprocmical  groups.”  Are 
the  organizations  ^hich  I  have  listed 
these  “hypocriti^l  groups”?  They 
seem  like  vei-y  me  and  reputable  or¬ 
ganizations  to  me.  I  belong  to  some  of 
them.  I  wish  A  could  belong  to  more. 
They  are  groyps  which  have  worked  for 
a  better  Amm-ica  and  for  conservation  of 
our  natm’ahi’esources.  I  believe  the  dis¬ 
tinguished'^  senior  Senator  from  Idaho, 
this  author  of  abusive  political  attacks, 
should  ^plain  to  the  Senate  if  these  are 
the  “hypocritical  groups”  with  which 
the  jimior  Senator  from  Oregon  is  allied 
in  opposing  the  Bruces  Eddy  Dam 
preset. 

m  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  I  should 
l^e  to  add  that  members  and  officials 
0f  the  organizations  opposed  to  block¬ 
ading  the  Clearwater  evidently  have 
lot  felt  that  hypocrisy  was  involved  in 
le  action  taken  to  bar  its  authorization 
bjt  Congress.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to^ave  printed  in  the  Record  a  letter, 
to  me  from  the  National  Wildlife  Fed¬ 
eration,  dated  August  16,  1957;  and  let¬ 
ters  A  me  and  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate\Public  Works  Committee  from 
Mrs.  Mm’ion  T.  Weatherford,  chairman 
of  the  conservation  of  natural  resources 
department;  of  the  General  Federation 
of  Women's  Clubs,  dated  February  18, 
1957.  I  hav\high  regard  for  the  leader¬ 
ship  which  Mrs.  Weatherford  and  her 
organization  Yave  contributed  to  the 
preservation  ofVur  Nation’s  outdoor  and 
wildlife  assets.  \Also,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
with  my  remark\  letters  which  were 
sent  from  Idaho  cmzens  and  groups  to 
members  of  the  S^ate  Public  Works 
Committee  and  whicA  were  made  a  part 
of  the  subcommittee  hmring  record  dur¬ 
ing  consideration  of  s\  497,  which  in¬ 
cluded  the  Bruces  Edd^Dam  authori¬ 
zation. 

There  being  no  objectio'to,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  ii\the  Record, 
as  follows: 

National  W^ildlipe  Federa^pon, 
Takoma  Park,  V/ ashingtonyp .  C., 

Augustl^,  1957. 

Hon.  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Netiberger:  Now  tha^tha 
Immediate  threat  of  premature  author 
tion  or  appropriation  for  Bruces  Eddy 
on  the  Clearwater  River  in  Idaho  has  be3 
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refereltoe  to  the  book  will  renew  some 
interestVand  possibly  increase  sales  of 
the  bool^^ 

Mr.  NEuBERGER.  If  such  a  result  is 
achieved,  it^ll  be  not  only  to  the  benefit 
of  the  Senatoi^rom  Tennessee,  but  also 
to  the  benefit  olgood  government  in  our 
entire  country.  \ 

Of  course,  mj^^riendship  with  my 
senior  colleague  fr^  Oregon  goes  back 
to  an  even  earlier  iwiod,  when  he  was 
one  of  my  teachers  a^he  University  of 
Oregon.  \ 

I  am  grateful  that  tw\men  whom  I 
esteem  so  highly  as  my  o'^  senior  col¬ 
league  and  the  senior  Senat^from  Ten¬ 
nessee  have  spoken  about  nre  as  they 
have.  \ 

I  do  not  know  whether  th^events 
which  my  colleague  predicted  wil^ran- 
spire  3  years  from  now,  which  is  a\ong 
way  off  in  terms  of  human  existence,  wll 
ever  occur,  but  he  was  very  kind  to  s^ 
what  he  did.  These  matters,  howeve^ 
are  uncertain. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Will  the  Senator 
yield,  Mr.  President,  for  one  further 
point? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  The  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  and  I  did  have 
justifiably  complimentary  words  to  say 
as  to  the  character,  loyalty,  and  public 
service  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Neuberger],  but  there  is  one 
point  neither  of  us  emphasized,  which  is 
of  great  importance,  and  which  would 
make  up  for  any  deficiency  the  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon  might  have.  That  j 
is  the  fact  that  his  very  wonderful  wife/ 
Mrs.  Neuberger — Maurine,  as  we  know 
her — who  is  a  legislator  in  her  own  rig^t, 
is  one  of  the  most  outstanding  sind 
capable  women  I  know.  Wheneveythe 
junior  Senator  from  Oregon  m^  be 
tempted  to  get  on  the  wrong  side  oi  some 
issue  I  know  she  sets  him  straight  and' 
keeps  him  on  the  right  path.  / 

Another  very  important  tmng  con¬ 
cerning  Mrs.  Neuberger  is  th^  her  par¬ 
ents  came  from  Tennessee,- which  adds 
to  her  luster.  / 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  t^nk  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  noy  only  for  the 
deservedly  kind  things  h^has  said  about 
Ml'S.  Neuberger,  but  foj/  the  true  words 
he  has  spoken  aboutAer  father.  Her 
father.  Dr.  Thomas  Brown,  who  was  a 
pioneer  physician  iiythe  rural  country-  j 
side  of  the  State  pi  Oregon,  came  to ! 
the  Northwest  from  Tennessee.  He  was  j 
born  in  Tennesse/  He  was  educated  in  j 
Tennessee.  If  I  /m  not  mistaken  in  my  I 
memoi-y,  he  revived  his  medical  degree 
from  Vanderlmt  University.  He  went 
to  grade  and  Elementary  schools  in  the 
great  State  which  is  represented  by  the 
senior  Seimtor  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  j 
KEFAUvER]/and  by  the  able  junior  Sen-  | 
ator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  who  j 
sits  nexmo  me  on  the  Senate  floor.  i 

I  should  like  to  add,  in  conclusion,  i 
Mr.  Pn^sident,  with  reference  to  the  very  j 
geneMus,  I  should  say  overly  generous,  i 
comments  of  my  colleagues  today,  that! 
I  regret  the  Senator  from  Idaho  in  hisj 
disagreement  with  me  over  the  Bruces  j 
Mdy  project  felt  It  was  necessary  toi 
yifer  to  me  by  names  which  might  bej 
characterized  as  abusive.  j 


I  regret,  further,  that  he  felt  it  was 
to  his  advantage  to  insert  in  the  Rmord 
an  editorial  from  an  Idaho  newspai^r  in 
Boise  which  likewise  contained  vejfy  un¬ 
flattering  personal  references  toVme.  I 
certainly  would  not  reciprocateiun  kind 
concerning  the  senior  Senamr  from 
Idaho.  / 

Only  the  future  can  tell  whether  he 
is  right  in  advocating  thiy  project  or 
whether  I  am  right  in  o^osing  it.  I 
remember  reading  a  long  time  ago  a 
short  story  entitled,  “ThiT Other  Fellow 
May  Be  Right,”  written  W  a  great  writer. 
We  deal  in  this  Chamber  with  many  del¬ 
icate  issues,  to  whi<m  there  are  two 
sides — indeed,  many  sRdes.  I  think  each 
one  of  us  is  equally  ^cere.  Each  one  of 
us  is  equally  dedicylted  to  the  point  of 
view  which  he  ad/ocates.  My  only  re¬ 
gret  is  that  at  times  it  sterns  necessary 
to  certain  Mem^rs  of  the  Senate  to  in¬ 
dulge  in  perso^l  abuse  and  denuncia¬ 
tion.  / 

.  I  deplore  tlE  fact  that  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ior  from  Maho  placed  in  the  Record 
a\  editoria/ which  referred  to  so-called 
hypDcriticm  groups  opposing  the  Bruces 
Edd\  pr^ect.  As  I  have  demonstrated 
on  thVffcor  of  the  Senate,  the  groups 
opposim  the  Bruces  Eddy  project  in¬ 
clude  yGto  great  and  esteemed  organ¬ 
izations  irk  our  country  as  the  General 
Fed»ation  iff  Women’s  Clubs,  the  Na¬ 
tional  Wildlipe  Federation,  the  National 
AuGubon  Soc^ty,  the  Izaak  Walton 
Ijsague  of  AmeVca,  the  Wildlife  Man¬ 
agement  Institut^and  many  other  im¬ 
portant  groups  wlrich  have  contributed 
so  vastly  to  good  government  and  to  the 
preservation  of  natural  resources  in  our 
country.  \ 

I  feel  certain  and  h^eful  that  the  : 
Senator  from  Idaho  did^ot  intend  to  , 
refer  to  them  as  “hypocri^al  groups”  ! 
when  he  included  this  edito^dal  in  the  j 
Record.  \  3 


MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1958 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9302)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  mutual  security  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  excepted  from  the  unanimous- 
consent  agreement. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  2, 
line  6,  after  the  word  “only,”  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  strike  out  “$1,250,000,000”  and 
insert  “$1,475,000,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  understand,  the 
question  before  the  Senate  at  the  mo¬ 
ment  is  the  first  committee  amendment 
on  page  2  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  sec¬ 
ond  committee  amendment  on  page  2. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  second  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  on  page  2,  to  change 
the  figure  “$1,250,000,000”  to  “$1,475,- 
000,000.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 
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The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
committee  amendment  on  page  2,  line  6. 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mr.  President,  I 
:  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

'  Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  be- 
:  fore  proceeding  with  the  pending  amend- 
;  ment;  I  wish  to  offer  hearty  congratu- 
'  lations  to  our  distinguished  majority 
leader — Mr.  Johnson  on  Texas — on  his 
49th  birthday.  May  he  have  many  more 
happy  birthdays. 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment,  which  is  a  committee  amendment, 
seeks  to  increase  the  military  assistance 
fund  from  $1,250,000,000  provided  by  the 
House  to  $1,475,000,000.  My  remarks 
will  be  directed  toward  the  adoption  of 
the  House  figures,  thereby  reducing  the 
amount  of  military  assistance  by  the 
sum  of  $225  million. 

I  have  very  good  and  potent  reasons, 

,  in  my  humble  judgment,  for  seeking  to 
effect  that  reduction.  I  wish  briefly  to 
review  the  military  assistance  program, 
as  well  as  other  programs  which  have 
been  on  the  statute  books  for  the  past 
I  10  years. 

We  have  already  spent,  through 
June  30, 1957,  $45,486,470,000  on  foreign- 
aid  programs,  both  military  and  non¬ 
military.  Of  that  vast  sum,  we  have 
already  delivered  military  assistance 
;  to  our  allies,  through  June  30,  1957,  the 
sum  total  of  $17,219,959,000.  There  is 
presently  in  the  pipeline  $4,380,594,000. 
In  other  words,  since  the  military  pro¬ 
gram  was  inaugurated,  we  have  made 
,  available  to  our  friends  $21,600,553,000. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kefauver  in  the  chair).  The  Senator 
will  suspend.  The  Senate  will  be  in  or¬ 
der.  Visitors  in  the  gallery  will  refrain 
from  conversation.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  may  proceed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  a  vast  sum, 
and  is  represented  by  huge  amounts  of 
military  hardware  which  we  have  made 
available  to  our  friends  overseas,  par¬ 
ticularly  those  in  Western  Europe.  I 
voted  for  the  Marshall  plan,  and  I  have 
no  regrets  for  supporting  that  program. 
I  thought  then,  as  I  think  now,  that  we 
made  a  noble  effort  to  place  our  allies 
on  their  feet,  in  the  hope  that  they  could 
at  least  assist  themselves.  When  the 
program  was  first  placed  on  the  statute 
books,  it  was  understood  that  as  soon  as 
the  countries  of  Western  Europe  reached 
a  2  5 -percent  increase  in  their  industrial 
production  and  as  soon  as  they  reached 
an  increase  of  from  10  to  15  percent  in 
their  agricultural  production,  we  would 
be  able  to  cease  with  our  aid  to  that  area 
of  the  world. 

Mr.  President,  those  percentages  were 
reached  in  from  3  to  4  years  after  the 
program  was  inaugurated.  It  was  then, 
and  only  then,  that  I  began  to  oppose 
any  further  assistance  to  our  allies 
across  the  seas.  Since  our  allies  in 
Western  Europe  have  been  restored  to 
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economic  health  I  have  tried  to  taper  off 
the  amount  of  aid  flowing  to  countries 
who  are  well  able  to  take  care  of  them¬ 
selves. 

But,  Mr.  President,  we  are  now  in  the 
10th  year,  and  we  are  still  assisting  our 
allies  in  many  areas  of  the  world — allies 
who  are  as  able  as  we  are  to  take  care  of 
themselves.  As  I  have  said  on  many 
occasions,  why  should  we  have  a  dime 
in  this  bill  to  assist  a  country  such  as 
Belgium,  which  is  as  able  to  take  care 
of  herself  as  we  are. 

We  have  funds  in  the  pipeline  aggre¬ 
gating  $1,488,200,000  for  the  countries 
of  Western  Europe.  There  is  in  the  bill 
before  us  in  excess  of  $700  million  for 
countries  in  Western  Europe.  And,  Mr. 
President,  these  countries  are  well  able 
to  take  care  of  themselves. 

As  I  have  stated  on  this  floor  on  many 
occasions,  the  administrators  of  our  pro¬ 
grams  abroad  are  “softies.”  They 
should  make  plans  to  encourage  our 
allies  in  Western  Europe  to  help  us  with 
this  terrible  bui’den  that  we  now  carry 
alone. 

Not  only  must  we  carry  our  own  mili¬ 
tary  burden,  but  we  contribute  about  38 
percent  to  the  military  budgets  of  the 
countries  of  Western  Europe.  We  sup¬ 
port  entirely  the  military  establishments 
in  Formosa,  Korea,  South  Vietnam,  and 
Thailand,  to  mention  a  few  of  the  coun¬ 
tries  in  Asia  wholly  dependent  upon  us. 
Not  one  solitary  dime  is  being  spent  by 
our  western  European  allies  in  that  area 
of  the  world. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  stated  heretofore, 
and  I  will  say  it  again,  that  I  think  it 
is  a  mistake  for  us  to  continue  to  make 
the  countries  of  Western  Europe  and  the 
countries  of  southeast  Asia  entirely  de¬ 
pendent  upon  us  for  their  military  hard¬ 
ware.  If  a  war  should  commence,  those 
people  will  look  to  us  for  military  hard¬ 
ware,  at  a  time  when  we  will  probably 
have  diflBculty  maintaining  our  own 
military  forces. 

About  3  or  4  years  ago,  the  offshore 
procurement  program  was  included  in 
our  foreign-aid  program.  At  that  time, 
the  argument  was  advanced  that  this 
would  afford  the  United  States  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  provide  our  friends  in 
Western  Europe  with  standby  factories 
which  would  be  available  in  the  event 
that  war  should  come. 

But,  Mr.  President,  although  the  pro¬ 
gram  was  sold  on  that  basis,  it  did  not 
operate  that  way.  Most  of  the  manu¬ 
facturing  which  took  place  in  Western 
Europe  was  done  by  private  concerns. 
When  their  contracts  were  completed, 
they  closed  shop. 

In  the  pending  bill,  as  in  the  similar 
bill  of  last  year,  quite  a  few  million  of 
dollars  have  been  included  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  providing  plants  for  standby 
purposes.  This  was  supposed  to  be  ac¬ 
complished  with  the  offshore  procure¬ 
ment  program,  and  I  have  already  ex¬ 
plained  why  that  did  not  come  to  pass. 

There  is  always  a  good  reason  for 
starting  these  programs.  However,  the 
objective  never  seems  to  be  accom¬ 
plished.  With  the  prosperity — and  I 
think  I  know  what  I  am  talking  about — • 
prevailing  in  Western  Europe,  why 
should  there  be  in  this  bill  more  than 


$700  million  to  assist  our  friends  in 
Western  Europe? 

How  can  we  justify  such  an  appro¬ 
priation  when  we  note  that  the  United 
Kingdom  is  reducing  her  forces  in  West¬ 
ern  Europe,  and  also  reducing  the  tax 
burden  her  people  must  carry? 

How  can  we  justify  an  expenditure  of 
new  money  in  France  when  France 
weakens  the  NATO  defenses  by  remov¬ 
ing  her  army  divisions  to  north  Africa? 
Notwithstanding  these  facts,  we  should 
consider  our  own  financial  standing 
when  we  undertake  these  spending 
sprees.  I  am  not  going  into  that  rvow, 
but  I  might  point  out  that  the  debt  of 
the  United  States  today  is  almost  $273 
billion,  and  it  is  increasing  rather  than 
being  on  the  decline. 

Since  we  have  helped  our  friends  to 
the  point  where  it  now  hurts,  it  strikes 
me  there  ought  to  be  some  insistence 
that  our  friends  help  themselves.  Ex¬ 
clusive  of  the  amount  provided  in  this 
bill,  there  is  in  the  pipeline  for  foreign 
aid  a  total  of  $6,195,610,000.  This  is. 
composed  of  military  assistance  amount¬ 
ing  to  $4,380,594,000;  defense  support  of 
$1,288,196,000;  development  assistance  of 
$317,851,000;  and  technical  assistance  of 
$174  million. 

Under  the  technical  assistance  pro¬ 
gram,  we  provide  technicians  for  the  un¬ 
derdeveloped  countries  of  the  world.  I 
wish  to  say  that  I  am  wholeheartedly  in 
favor  of  this  program.  I  voted  for  it, 
and  I  am  still  in  favor  of  it.  But  the 
great  difficulty  with  the  program  is  that 
our  big-eyed  advisers  abroad,  our  big 
spenders  abroad,  are  trying  to  carry  out 
the  programs  too  rapidly.  They  are  pre¬ 
senting  programs  which  are  far  beyond 
the  ability  of  the  peoples,  and  they  can¬ 
not  get  technicians  from  the  United 
States  to  fill  the  vacant  positions.  Thus 
there  exists  the  pipeline  of  $174  million 
for  technical  assistance  and  if  not  an- 
•  "other  dime  was  appropriated  the  pro¬ 
gram  could  be  carried  on  through  fiscal 
year  1958. 

Air.  Pi’esident,  when  it  is  said  that  the 
new  money  provided  by  this  bill  amounts 
to  only  $3  billion,  it  is  in  error.  The  re- 
appropriations  of  $667,050,000  should  be 
added  to  that  amoimt  in  order  to  obtain 
the  total  new  obligational  authority 
provided  by  Congress,  and  if  the  Senate 
version  of  the  bill  is  enacted  into  law, 
there  will  be,  in  new  money  and  in  the 
pipeline,  a  total  of  $9,329,444,000. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  time  let  me  re¬ 
fer  to  what  happened  last  year  when 
this  same  bill  was  considered  by  Con¬ 
gress.  Senators  will  remember  that  I 
made  an  effort  to  have  the  military  as¬ 
sistance  program  reduced.  Last  year 
there  was  provided,  in  the  Senate  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  bill,  $2,300  million  in  new 
money,  and  a  reappropriation  of  $195,- 
500,000.  for  a  total  military-assistance 
appropriation  of  $2,495,500,000.  The 
House  provided,  in  new  money  and  re- 
appropriations  a  total  of  $1,930,500,000. 
As  a  result  of  the  Senate-House  confer¬ 
ence,  $2,213  million  was  finally  appro¬ 
priated. 

When  the  bill  was  considered  by  the 
Senate,  I  made  an  effort  to  reduce  the 
amoimt  reported  to  the  Senate.  After 
a  lengthy  debate,  the  Senate  voted 


against  my  proposal;  however,  it  lost  by 
only  four  votes.  The  passage  of  time, 
Mr.  President,  has  made  me  appear  to 
be  a  piker,  for  the  simple  reason  that 
of  the  $2,213  million  which  was  actually 
appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1957,  it  was 
only  possible  for  ICA  to  obligate  and/or 
reserve  a  total  of  $1,674,200,000,  leaving 
$538,800,000  unobligated  and  unused. 
In  other  words.  Congress  appropriated 
in  excess  of  one -half  billion  dollars  more 
than  could  be  used. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  considered 
judgment  that  if  the  Senate  votes  for 
the  amount,  provided  by  the  House  of 
Representatives,  we  shall  not  only  save 
$225  million,  but  we  shall  have  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  will  be  $114,600,000  more 
than  was  programed  for  use  last  year. 

Mr.  President,  last  year  when  the 
House  had  voted  for  amounts  which  were 
below  the  authorization.  Admiral  Rad¬ 
ford,  Secretary  Dulles,  and  Mr.  McGuire 
came  before  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  and,  in  an  almost  tearful 
voice  stated  in  effect,  “If  you  do  not  in¬ 
crease  the  House  figures  it  will  hurt  our 
program  terribly,  and  we  shall  be  held 
in  disgrace  throughout  the  world.” 

Last  year  Admiral  Radford  stated  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee; 

I  do  not  know  how  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  can  divide  up  a  total  of  $1,735,000,000 — 

That  was  the  amount  of  money  voted 
by  the  House  of  Representatives  in  con¬ 
nection  with  last  year’s  bill — 
when  the  program  originally  submitted  was 
for  $3  billion. 

Admiral  Radford  also  stated: 

We  are  going  to  have  a  great  deal  of  diffi¬ 
culty,  and  it  will  take  us  probably  in  the 
neighborhood  of  6  months,  to  finalize  the 
new  program;  and  that,  in  itself,  will  have 
an  impact  all  around  the  world. 

As  I  have  just  indicated,  the  House 
figures  were  not  adopted  last  year,  but 
Congress  provided  $2,213  million,  and 
notwithstanding  the  testimony  of  Ad¬ 
miral  Radford,  a  total  of  $538,800,000 
was  unobligated  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year 
1957.  Thus,  the  Joint  Chiefs  were  able 
to  get  by  which  $1,674,200,000,  which 
amount  was  $256,300,000  less  than  was 
voted  by  the  House. 

Let  me  read,  Mr.  President,  what  Mr. 
McGuire  said  last  year,  when  he  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  as  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  International  Affairs: 

Could  I  add  to  what  the  admiral  has 
said,  sir,  that  as  I  pointed  out  to  you  on 
the  basis  of  $1,735  million,  and  deducting 
the  administrative  expenses  of  the  pro¬ 
gram,  you  have  left  to  distribute  around 
the  world  approximately  $1,480  million. 
What  I  call  the  big  five,  that  is,  Taiwan, 
Pakistan,  Korea,  and  those  countries,  total 
$1,200  million  •  •  *.  That  leaves  you  a 
balance  of  $280  million.  Let  us  presume  for 
the  moment  that  we  could  find  some  justi¬ 
fication  for  going  forward  and  funding  $280 
million  of  advanced  weapons.  »  •  •  That 
would  mean  that  you  would  have  nothing 
left  for  any  other  country  in  the  world 
except  that  Increment  which  they  would 
not  get  until  1959,  or  1958. 

With  all  due  respect  to  the  chairman 
of  our  Appropriations  Committee,  he 
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used  the  identical  argument  on  the 
Senate  floor  last  year.  It  may  be  well 
to  again  state  at  this  point,  that  the 
amount  appropriated  by  the  House  was 
$256,300,000  more  than  could  be  used 
in  the  military  assistance  program  for 
fiscal  year  1957. 

In  the  light  of  the  fact  that  there  is 
so  much  money  on  hand,  in  the  light 
of  past  performance,  and  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  oui*  allies  in  Western  Europe 
should  try  to  help  themselves,  I  urge 
the  Senate  to  accept  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  by  the  House  for  military  as¬ 
sistance,  and  that  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  be  defeated. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana  will  recall  that 
the  junior  Senator  from  Virginia  sup¬ 
ported  the  position  he  took  on  this  mat¬ 
ter  in  committee,  and  he  is  supporting  it 
now  on  the  floor.  The  junior  Senator 
from  Virginia  would  like  to  ask  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana  if  he 
recalls  this  testimony,  which  appears  on 
page  666  of  the  printed  hearings: 

Senator  Robertson.  The  obligated  and  re¬ 
serve  carryover  for  1958  is  $3,723,200,000. 
The  House  bill  appropriated  $1,250,000,000 
for  new  assistance,  and  reappropriates  an 
unobligated  carryover  of  $538,800,000,  mak¬ 
ing  a  total  of  $1,788,800,000.  Therefore,  be 
says  the  total  military  assistance  funds 
available  for  1958  under  the  bill  will  be 
$5,512,000,000  as  against  the  estimated  ex¬ 
penditure  in  that  year  of  $2.2  billion.  Is 
there  anything  wrong  with  those  figures? 

Colonel  Critz.  Those  figures  are  correct, 
Senator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  recall  those  figures 
very  well. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Those  are  the 
stupendous  amounts  estimated  by  those 
on  the  House  side,  amoimting  to  a  2V2 
years’  supply.  Yet  we  were  told  the 
amount  is  wholly  inadequate.  I  do  not 
agree  with  that  position.  I  support  the 
position  taken  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  wish  to  say  fur¬ 
ther  that  of  the  huge  sum  now  in  the 
pipeline,  $2*72  billion  will  be  used  to  buy 
equipment  from  our  own  armed  services, 
the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force.  This 
$2.5  billion  has  been  reserved  for  reim¬ 
bursement  to  our  Armed  Forces  when 
they  fill  MDAP  orders.  The  hardware 
to  be  delivered  in  the  future,  covered  by 
the  amount  of  funds  placed  in  reseiwe, 
cannot  and  will  not  be  delivered  until 
our  own  Armed  Forces  are  able  to  get 
replacements  for  their  own  stocks. 
Since  our  own  Department  of  Defense 
is  lengthening  the  lead  time  in  its  pro¬ 
curement  program,  then  it  follows  that 
there  will  be  a  slowdown  in  deliveries  to 
countries  receiving  military  aid.  There¬ 
fore,  to  appropriate  more  than  the 
amount  allowed  by  the  House  will  merely 
result  in  the  augmentation  of  a  pipeline 
that  is  already  bulging  at  the  seams. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  think  the  Senator  has  just  about 


answered  the  question  I  had  had  in  mind 
to  ask  him.  Is  it  not  true  that,  while 
many  citizens  do  not  realize  it.  Congress 
first  has  to  pass  authorization  bills,  and 
then  appropriation  bills?  The  authori¬ 
zation  acts  have  been  passed,  and  appro¬ 
priations  have  been  made,  and  there  is 
in  the  pipeline  unused  money.  If  we 
did  not  appropriate  any  money  this  year, 
those  concerned  could  still  get  along  very 
w'ell  in  providing  for  what  they  say  they 
are  going  to  do. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  For  at  least  2  years, 
it  is  probably  longer. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  do  not  see  why  Congress  should  appro¬ 
priate  money  away  into  the  future,  un¬ 
less  it  is  meant  to  make  this  program 
a  permanent  proposition,  giving  away 
the  money  of  American  taxpayers  to 
people  who  live  in  foreign  countries. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  agree  thoroughly 
with  my  good  friend  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina.  I  covered  that  subject  to  a  certain 

0Xt;014^ 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  know  the  Senator  did. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  the  point  is 
that  if  the  House  figures  are  adopted, 
$1,788,800,000  will  be  provided  for  mili- 
try-  assistance. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
If  it  is  not  possible  to  use  more  money 
than  was  used  in  the  past,  there  will  be 
a  larger  backlog  next  year  than  there 
now  is. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  no  doubt 
about  that,  but  the  point  I  tried  to  em¬ 
phasize  was  that  the  more  money  we 
provide,  the  less  effort  there  will  be  on 
the  part  of  our  allies  across  the  seas. 
They  are  not  going  to  build  new  factories 
with  their  own  money,  they  are  not  going 
to  provide  airplanes  and  hardware,  if 
v/e  are  willing  to  give  it  to  them. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
has  our  distinguished  colleague,  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  heard  that  next 
year  the  American  people  would  like  very 
much  to  have  a  tax  cut? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  there  has  been 
talk  about  that  for  a  long  time. 

I  want  to  be  frank  in  saying  to  my 
good  friend,  the  Senator  from  Virginia, 
that  I  am  in  favor  of  a  tax  cut  if  we  do 
not  have  to  borrow  money  in  order  to 
replenish  the  money  which  is  lost  by  the 
tax  cut.  If  we  can  balance  the  budget 
and  save  enough  money  to  give  relief  to 
the  people,  I  will  vote  for  a  tax  cut. 
However,  we  shall  never  get  a  tax  cut  if 
we  continue  to  spend  the  taxpayers’ 
money  as  we  are  doing,  without  calling 
upon  our  allies  to  give  more  assistance 
than  they  are  now  providing. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  Senator  from 
Virginia  does  not  mean  to  imply  that  he 
would  put  a  tax  cut  ahead  of  our  national 
security,  and  he  does  not  question  the 
value  which  will  come  to  us  from  the 
mutual  military  assistance  program,  but 
he  does  want  to  point  out  that  this 
morning  he  made  a  check  as  to  how 
much  Congress  has  been  able  to  cut  the 
President’s  revised  budget,  and  dis¬ 
covered  that  we  have  cut  it  about  $4.6 


billion,  if  we  include  this  bill  at  the 
present  figure,  which  makes  an  increase 
of  $500,900,000  over  the  amount  of  the 
bill  as  it  passed  the  House.  I  do  not 
think,  if  we  pass  a  bill  providing  that 
amount,  it  will  stay  that  way  in  con¬ 
ference.  I  use  that  figure  for  the  sake 
of  obtaining  a  quick  picture. 

Of  the  reduction,  in  the  President’s 
budget  nearly  one-half  is  represented  by 
a  cut  we  made  in  our  own  military  ap¬ 
propriations,  which  does  not  necessarily 
reduce  the  spending  one  red  cent. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  represents  a 
slowing  down  of  deliveries. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  next  largest 
cut  was  in  the  independent  offices  bill, 
in  the  estimate  for  pensions  under  the 
Veterans’  Administration.  The  Veter¬ 
ans’  Administrator  testified  that  the  pen¬ 
sions  paid  in  fiscal  year  1958  will  be  above 
those  paid  in  fiscal  year  1957,  though 
Congress  appropriated  less  than  it  ap¬ 
propriated  for  1957.  The  result  will  be, 
of  course,  that  the  pensions  will  have  to 
be  paid  and  the  money  will  have  to  be 
provided  by  a  deficiency  appropriation 
bill. 

As  the  figures  now  appear,  even  if  we 
have  no  recession  from  the  present 
boom — and  that  is  by  no  means  as¬ 
sured — we  will  be  lucky  if  we  wind  up 
next  year,  on  the  present  basis,  with  a 
surplus  of  a  billion  dollars. 

On  yesterday  our  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  said  that  before  adjourn¬ 
ment  this  week  the  Senate  would 
complete  action  on  pay  raises  for  postal 
workers  and  classified  civil -service  em¬ 
ployees,  and  that  will  cost  a  billion  dol¬ 
lars,  which  is  not  estimated  in  the 
budget. 

When  suggestions  are  made  that  we 
must  not  challenge  the  figures  as  to  what 
can  be  given  to  foreign  nations,  we  might 
as  well  recognize  that  we  are  scraping 
the  bottom  of  the  American  tax  barrel. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  President,  in  conclusion,  I  simply 
wish  to  state  that  if  my  proposal,  which 
opposes  the  committee  amendment,  shall 
be  adopted  by  the  Senate,  ICA  will  have 
$114,600,000  more  to  carry  on  its  1958 
military-assistance  program  than  it  had 
to  finance  the  1957  program. 

I  yield  the  floor,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment  on  page  2,  line  6. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on 
the  committee  amendment,  to  which  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  addressed 
himself.  If  the  yeas  and  nays  can  be 
ordered  on  the  committee  amendment, 
we  can  notify  all  Senators  that  there  will 
be  a  yea-and-nay  vote. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


A  DQDK  AHEAD  AT  WHAT  IS  IN- 
VOIA’^ID  IN  THE  WORK  OF  THE 
SELECT^-vCOMMITTEE  ON  IM¬ 
PROPER  AOKiyiTIES  IN  LABOR  OR 
MANAGEMEN’T'S^ELD 

Mr.  MUNDT.  MnN^esident,  last 
night  the  Senate  adoptrasa  resolution 
providing  $150,000  for  operaJlen  of  the 
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Snittee  on  Improper  Activities 
Management  Field. 

I  as  we  are  soon  to  adjourn, 
have  now  been  serving  as  a 
the  Select  Committee  on  Im- 
vities  in  Labor  or  Manage- 
Aov  some  5  months,  I  take 
this  occasioi^(^  recoi'd  some  of  the  obser¬ 
vations  and  t^tative  conclusions  which 
have  come  to^e  during  this  period. 
These  are  also  b^d  upon  the  fact  that 
as  ranking  memberW  the  Senate  Perma¬ 
nent  Subcommittee Vi  Investigations  of 
the  Senate  Committ^on  Government 
Operations  I  have  had^casion  for  well 
over  a  year  to  devote  a  P^rt  of  my  time 
and  attention  to  the  type  V  labor-man¬ 
agement  situations  which  are  now  the 
subject  matter  of  investigation  by  our 
select  committee.  \ 

Let  me  say  first  of  all  that  I^tered 
on  my  arduous  duties  as  a  membeiN^  the 
Select  Committee  with  complete  o1^ec- 
tivity.  I  have  heretofore  had  no  o(^- 
sion,  as  a  Senator  from  South  Dakota,  tto 
concern  myself  especially  with  problem^ 
in  the  labor-management  field  inasmuch 
as  ours  is  not  primarily  an  industrial 
State.  We  have  no  large  influential  or¬ 
ganizations  of  employers  and  labor  is 
not  a  major  political  or  economic  factor 
in  our  State;  labor  disturbances  of  any 
kind  are  a  rarity;  our  unions  appear  to 
be  well  led ;  and  we  have  had  no  charges 
of  corruption,  collusion,  or  coercion 
emanating  from  South  Dakota  employ¬ 
ers  or  employees.  I  am  neither  beholden 
to  organized  labor  for  any  political  sup¬ 
port  or  contributions  nor  am  I  resentful 
against  organized  labor  for  any  political 
opposition.  Thus,  I  have  had  every  rea¬ 
son  to  approach  this  difficult  assignment 
with  complete  objectivity  and  I  shall  en¬ 
deavor  to  retain  that  objective  viewpoint 
during  the  next  15  or  16  months  which 
appear  to  be  the  minimum  life  span  of 
our  committee.  I  hope  to  retain  that 
same  judicial  attitude,  in  fact,  in  all  the 
years  ahead. 

Because  of  the  importance  of  these 
responsibilities  thrust  upon  me  in  the 
labor  field,  Mr.  President,  I  have  en¬ 
deavored  insofar  as  time  permits  to 
make  a  special  study  of  the  history,  de¬ 
velopment,  activities,  and  continuing 
problems  of  the  labor  movement  in  thiS' 
country  to  the  end  that  I  might  be  ^s 
helpful  as  possible  in  contributing, 'to 
the  solution  of  whatever  problems/ now 
need  to  be  corrected. 

Out  of  the  hearings  already  hbld  and 
the  investigations  already  publicized  or 
considered  in  executive  sessions  of  our 
committee,  I  feel  that  cert^n  facts  have 
thus  far  been  clearly  established  from 
the  work  of  our  comrnittee.  I  believe 
Congress  should — in  1^8 — enact  correc¬ 
tive  legislation  on  the  basis  of  these  facts 
and  others  certai^'^to  be  developed  in 
later  hearings  anti  by  later  investiga¬ 
tions.  Our  committee,  in  fact,  expects 
to  recommend/such  corrective  legisla¬ 
tion  to  the ^enate  early  in  1958.  My 
own  obsei^tions  anti  outsitie  studies 
and  expirations  indicate  to  me  that  in 
some  ayeas  of  activity  nothing  short  of 
new  Froeral  legislation  will  provide  the 
neec^  remedies. 

I^is  now  too  early  to  predict  the  pre¬ 
cis  nature  of  the  essential  legislation 


which  will  be  required,  but  it  is  not  too 
early  for  Senators,  for  the  general  pub¬ 
lic,  and,  especially,  for  the  responsible 
leaders  of  organized  labor,  to  begin 
formulating  and  crystallizing  their  ideas 
of  what  legislation  is  required  and  how 
it  should  be  implemented.  I  sincerely 
invite  the  heads  of  labor  unions  and 
labor  leaders,  generally,  to  communicate 
to  our  committee  their  constructive 
thinking  on  how  best  to  provide  against 
the  type  of  unsavory  conditions  which 
are  being  disclosed  by  our  committee. 
What  we  hope  to  recommend,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  is  not  punitive  legislation  against 
organized  labor  but  constructive  legis¬ 
lation  which  will  be  clearly  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  working  men  and  women 
of  America  and  the  labor  organizations 
to  which  they  belong. 

We  seek  not  to  punish  anybody,  but  it 
is  our  aim  to  protect  everybody  inside 
and  outside  of  the  unions  against  cor¬ 
ruption,  collusion,  coercion,  and  the  class 
of  conditions  and  dishonest  characters 
which  can  jeopardize  the  best  interests 
«^nd  the  financial  security  of  the  honest, 
patriotic,  decent  men  and  women  who 
comprise  by  far  the  great  bulk  of  th^ 
Anwican  employment  rolls.  / 

Mn^resident,  let  us  first  of  all  exain- 
ine  sonm  of  the  facts  which  have  ^en 
broughtSsefore  our  committee  anc^hich 
our  heai^gs  and  investigatioi^  have 
thus  far  v^fied.  / 

Fact  1:  rk  seems  clear /Trom  the 
record  that  siry^e  the  centi^u  treasuries 
of  many  large  l^or  unio^  have  devel¬ 
oped  such  signific^t  siza^iot  only  in  the 
areas  of  health,  wWf^e,  pension,  and 
strike  benefits  but  in^eir  general  funds, 
the  responsible  lab^  officials  should  be 
required  to  assum^a  well-regulated  and 
protected  truste^hip  oversall  such  funds 
to  the  end  tl^  the  labo^g  men  and 
women  who  pay  the  dues  anH.  fees  mak¬ 
ing  these  fnnds  possible  wilbybe  com¬ 
pletely  sa^guarded  against  tl^misuse 
and  the^"  dissipation  of  these  >^sets. 
Some  xjfiions  have  done  very  well  iiyjihis 
conn6<?tion;  others  have  been  inex^s- 
ably/lax.  Some  are  a  real  credit  to  t^e 
unibn  members  and  their  officials.  Soin^ 
qre  a  public  disgrace.  I  feel  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  a  definite  responsibility  to  en¬ 
act  legislation  which  will  protect  all 
dues -paying  members  in  all  unions — 
completely  and  effectively — so  that  the 
money  the  workers  pay  in  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  in  full  exclusively  for  the  purposes 
for  which  it  was  collected  from  tlie 
workers. 

Pact  2:  Trade  unionism  in  America 
operates  within  the  world’s  greatest  pat¬ 
tern  of  political  self-government.  The 
democratic  processes  which  have  made 
America  great  and  kept  it  strong  are  the 
same  processes  which  can  build  and  re¬ 
tain  strength  and  respectability  for 
organized  labor.  Since  the  days  of 
Samuel  Gompers  that  has  been  the  pro¬ 
cedure  prescribed  for  developing  the 
labor  movement.  Some  unions  have  ad¬ 
hered  to  that  great  tradition  admirably; 
others  have  violated  it  shamefully.  In 
some  unions  dues-paying  union  members 
are  given  a  free  choice  in  electing  their 
officials  by  secret  ballot  in  the  American 
tradition  with  appropriate  procedures 
for  nominating  opposing  candidates  and 


providing  the  union  members  a  free, 
open,  and  effective  Choice.  In  other  uny 
ions  the  one-party  concept  which  hx 
brought  so  much  bloodshed,  heartacji^e, 
and  disasters  to  Communist  and  F^ist 
countries  is  the  order  of  the  da^  and 
opposition  to  existing  union  lead^hip  is 
either  impossible,  dangerous,  mr  ineffec¬ 
tive.  In  too  many  instances  s^-govern- 
ment  within  the  union  movement  has 
given  way  to  dictatorship  /rom  the  top. 
The  leadership  oligarch^once  it  has  en¬ 
trenched  itself  in  the ^est  paying  and 
most  powerful  top  p^itions  operates  a 
monolithic  political ^ructure  which  it  is 
as  difficult  to  unse^  or  upset  as  it  is  for 
unhappy  Russia^  peasants  to  change 
their  form  of  government  or  their  group 
of  CommunisMeaders. 

Such  den^  of  free  self-determination 
by  the  w^kers  of  America,  who  fre¬ 
quently  nmst  belong  to  labor  unions  and 
pay  wlydever  dues  and  fees  that  are  as- 
sessed/as  a  prerequisite  for  holding  a  job 
anc^arning  a  living  for  their  families,  is 
reu^gnant  and  out  of  keeping  with 
American  concepts  of  freedom  and  self¬ 
-respect.  I  believe  that  the  Government 
has  a  definite  responsibility  to  enact  leg¬ 
islation  designed  to  strengthen  the  dem¬ 
ocratic  procedures  and  processes  of  labor 
unions  desiring  to  utilize  the  functions 
of  the  National  Labor  Relations  Board. 
In  this  connection,  Mr.  President,  I  call 
attention  to  certain  pertinent  passages 
from  the  pen  of  Reinhold  Niebuhr  as 
they  appear  in  the  August  26  issue  of 
the  New  Leader.  I  am  sure  that  neither 
Mr.  Niebuhr  nor  the  New  Leader  could 
even  remotely  be  considered  antilabor. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  this 
statement  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  liberal  devotion  to  labor  ought  not  to 
obscure  the  fact  that  even  the  best  unions 
are  defective  in  the  constitutional  safeguards 
against  the  misuse  of  power.  They  have  no 
independent  judiciary  for  one  thing,  no  court 
to  which  a  member  may  appeal  which  is  com¬ 
pletely  independent  of  the  current  union 
leadership. 

V  A  more  important  defect  is  that  there  is  no 
s^aration  of  powers.  In  theory,  the  only 
legtslatlve  power  rests  in  the  annual  conven- 
tion\  There  is  no  representative  legislature. 
But  ^  even  more  significant  defect  is  that 
in  many  unions  the  executive  committee  is 
compose^of  members  who  are  dependent  for 
their  own  imsitions  upon  the  president  of  the 
union.  ThVe  is,  in  short,  no  balance  of 
power  in  m^y  unions.  The  late  J.  B.  S. 
Hardman,  whcrtaiade  this  problem  a  life-long 
concern,  reporteSl  how  in  the  days  of  the  late 
Sidney  Hillman  proposal  to  make  an 
alliance  with  the  Vommunists  in  the  now 
defunct  American  L^or  Party,  though  Com¬ 
munists  were  rigorousW  excluded  in  his  own 
union,  was  secretly  oppi(sed  but  openly  sup¬ 
ported  by  many  member^  of  the  union  oli¬ 
garchy  who  did  not  deire  ^ow  open  opposi¬ 
tion.  \ 

The  problern  of  any  democracy  is  how  to 
make  the  oligarchy  responsible  ub  the  democ¬ 
racy.  For,  contrary  to  the  old  liNfal  theory, 
democracies  must  and  do  have  dUgarchies 
which  wield  actual  power  and  who\  power 
must  be  made  responsible.  In  the  cl|se  of 
the  teamsters,  we  do  not  know  whaNthe 
members  think  of  Hoffa.  We  only  know  ^^t 
a  powerful  portion  of  the  oligarchy  has 
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unior^osses — no  dictator  can  dominate 
a  groupswhen  members  of  that  group  are 
free  of  t^eir  own  accord  to  withdraw  to 
become  nr^bers  of  a  different  group. 
Passage  of  \he  Clayton  Act,  which  ex¬ 
empted  unic^  activities  from  antitrust 
regulations,  and  adoption  of  the  Norris- 
LaGuardia  Act\hich  virtually  divested 
the  Federal  Govamment  of  injunctive 
authority  in  uni^  affairs,  however, 
brought  about  the  d\om  of  competitive 
unionism.  Entire  industries,  trades, 
areas,  and  communitie^uickly  came  to 
be  dominated  and  even  monopolized  by  a 
single  union.  To  attain  wo^  and  earn  a 
livelihood,  men  and  women  nad  not  only 
to  join  a  union  but  they  had  ^  join  the 
specific  union  which  union  leal^rs  de¬ 
termined  at  the  top  should  have  jnrisdic- 
tion  and  monopoly  in  a  particularSgirea, 
trade,  or  industry. 

Union  membership  was  compulse 
and  workers  had  no  choice  but  to  join 
specific  union  prescribed  for  him. 
joined  that  union  or  he  did  not  work.  He 
worked  or  starved.  Hence,  he  had  no 
fz'eedom  of  choice — his  traditionally 
Americanism  voluntarism  was  ended — 
and  union  leaders  were  entirely  free 
from  the  constructive  influences  and  the 
membership  pressures  provided  by  either 
voluntary  unionism  or  competitive 
unionism.  With  the  merger  of  the  AFL 
and  CIO,  the  union  leaders  had  taken  a 
great  and  almost  final  and  complete  step 
toward  erasing  the  last  vestages  of  both 
competitive  and  voluntary  unionism  in 
many  of  the  most  important  segments  of 
our  entire  nationwide  economy. 

Inevitably,  the  deterioration  and  in 
some  areas  the  disappearance  of  both 
voluntary  unionism  and  competitive 
unionism  has  brought  about  the  decay 
of  a  third  great  institution  in  American 
trade  unionism  which  did  much  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  dignity  and  the  self-determina¬ 
tion  of  the  individual  dues-paying 
worker — democratic  unionism.  Many 
unions  have  already  moved  so  far  to¬ 
ward  denying  the  individual  worker  an 
effective  voice  in  controlling  the  union 
which  controls  him  that  the  essential 
parliamentary  procedures  and  machinery 
necessary  for  democratic  self-determina¬ 
tions  are  either  entirely  absent  or  are  so 
involved  and  complicated  that  they  are^ 
operated  from  the  top  rather  than  froi 
the  rank  and  file.  In  the  statement 
Reinhold  Niebuhr  which  I  incorpoimed 
earlier  in  these  remarks  he  calls  ^ten- 
tion  specifically  to  this  disturbing  fact. 
In  some  unions  even  so  import^t  a  de¬ 
cision  as  whether  to  strike yor  not  to 
strike  is  made  without  benefit  of  secret 
ballots  by  the  workers  vmose  futures, 
fortunes,  and  families  directly  in¬ 
volved. 

Standing  votes  or  y^rbal  votes  where 
dissidents  or  insurants  can  be  quickly 
identified  and  subiwted  to  pressures  or 
punishment  pre^l  in  many  union  de¬ 
cisions  and  the^hysical  abuse  of  those 
who  dare  to  diner  have  been  frequently 
reported  to^ur  select  committee.  In 
addition,  imion  officials  have  come  into 
control  ovYwxge  welfare,  health,  benefit, 
and  pe^on  funds  and  individual  mem¬ 
bers  ^  understandably  loath  to  jeop¬ 
ard!^  their  claims  upon  these  funds  by 
opjnly  opposing  the  existing  leadership 


regardless  of  the  justification  or  the 
cause.  Thus,  democratic  control  of  the 
unions  by  the  members  who  finance  and 
support  them  has  been  seriously  weak¬ 
ened  and  in  some  unions  it  has  today  vir¬ 
tually  disappeared.  Little  areas  of 
tyranny  in  the  labor  movement  thus 
functioning  today  within  the  boundaries 
of  the  world’s  greatest  system  of  self- 
government  and  freedom  of  choice,  and 
the  laws  passed  by  this  democracy  have 
thus  far  done  more  to  encourage  these 
tyrannical  operations  than  they  have  to 
curtail  and  eliminate  them. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  one  salient,  sig¬ 
nificant  fact  which  we  should  all  remem¬ 
ber  and  which  quite  apparently  some  of 
the  arrogant  leaders  of  labor  who  have 
been  before  our  committee  have  entirely 
forgotten.  I  refer  to  the  fact  that  when 
we  refer  to  American  labor  it  is  impor¬ 
tant  that  we  give  due  emphasis  to  the 
word  “American.” 

There  is  no  laboring  class  in  America. 
)ur  workers  are  not  ignorant,  backward 
^ple  incapable  of  making  their  own  de- 
ci^ns.  They  are  not  part  of  a  loincloth 
ecoTOmy.  They  cannot  be  herded  and 
driveiV^as  though  they  were  ill-informed 
AsiaticXpr  Africans  living  in  undeveloped  ' 
countries  or  remote  parts  of  the  woi"! 
They  cannot  be  typed  as  members  ^  a 
permanent  Vorking  class  after  the  fan¬ 
ner  of  Euro^an  society.  The^  men 
and  women  who  are  laborers  acfu  dues- 
paying  union  ^embers  tod^  will  in 
many  instances  bHpome  memroers  of  the 
management  and  diwnersh^  groups  to¬ 
morrow.  They  ai^  ajnbitious,  able 
Americans. 

Union  members  in  t))^  country  are  in 
the  vast  majority  thysame  type  of  good 
Americans  as  those/with  wHpm  we  asso¬ 
ciate  in  our  dail^ives.  Tneir  children 
attend  the  sam^chools  as  yoik  children 
attend.  They ^tend  the  same  lurches. 
They  read  same  books,  new^apers, 
and  magazjines  as  you  and  I.  Th^  en¬ 
joy  the  sarnie  entertainment  and  sHare 
the  san^ joys  and  sorrows  as  the  rest^f 
us.  T^y  chew  gum,  eat  pumpkin  pie 
cHeewat  the  baseball  and  football  games,"^ 
hun^,  fish,  swim,  and  live  as  Americans 
sl^uld.  They  are  free  men  and  women 
mo  love  that  freedom  and  desire  to  ex- 
'^ercise  it.  They  vote  in  our  political  elec¬ 
tions — local.  State,  and  National.  They 
abhor  communism  and  fascism  and  dic¬ 
tatorship.  They  do  not  like  to  be  pushed 
around  by  self-seeking  bosses  or  arrogant 
leaders  any  more  than  you  and  I  like  to 
be  pushed  around.  Americans  as  a  group 
are  folks  who  do  not  push  easily — or 
happily.  What  is  needed,  therefore,  is 
not  a  new  type  of  American  working  man 
and  woman,  but  a  new  type  of  labor- 
union  constitution  which  will  enable 
every  dues-paying  member  to  exercise 
his  American  free  choice  in  determining 
who  shall  head  his  union,  what  his  dues 
shall  be,  what  policies  the  union  shall 
follow,  and  what  happens  to  the  vast 
cash  union  reserves  being  built  up  from 
the  toil  of  his  labor. 

Give  working  men  and  women  of  this 
cormtry  whose  wages  support  the  unions 
and  their  leaders  the  effective  power  and 
right  to  determine  union  decisions,  and 
they  will  clean  out  the  racketeers,  the 
hoodlums,  the  Communists,  the  dishon¬ 


est  pretenders,  the  self-seekers,  and  self¬ 
promoters  just  as  voters  invariably  catchy 
up  with  and  throw  out  of  office  unfaiti 
ful  or  dishonest  oflBceholders  ever 
where.  Once  our  American  trade  un^ns 
can  enjoy  the  same  degree  of  demorfatic 
control  and  impartial  supervisic^  that 
Americans  generally  enjoy  as  tj/ey  elect 
their  mayors,  governors,  Cor^ressmen, 
and  other  public  officials,  ary*  I  am  con¬ 
fident  that  the  good  sense  and  the  sound 
Americanism  of  Americanr  working  men 
and  women  will  corre/rt  most  of  the 
shameful  and  destructL^  practices  which 
have  come'  to  the  atUmtion  of  our  select 
committee. 

Mr.  President,  tKe  foregoing  is  intend¬ 
ed  rather  to  deswibe  the  stages  through 
which  Americ^  trade  unionism  has  gone 
than  to  prescribe  the  remedies.  Our 
hearings  aou  our  current  investigations 
will,  I  hoi/e,  produce  some  salutary  and 
constru^ve  remedial  legislation  in  these 
areas. /At  the  moment,  I  am  here  neither 
to  commend  nor  to  condemn  what  has 
traj!(spired  to  change  the  character  and 
n^ure  of  organized  labor  in  this  country, 
^erhaps  some  of  these  changes  were  in- 
'evitable  and  perhaps  some  were  neces¬ 
sary  but  I  am  frankly  concerned  at  the 
loss  of  control,  at  the  decrease  of  au¬ 
thority,  and  at  the  absence  of  freedom  of 
determination  that  has  come  to  the  dues- 
paying  members  of  our  unions  as  a  con¬ 
sequence  of  what  has  happened.  I  rec¬ 
ognize  that  the  parade  of  history 
marches  on  whether  those  in  the  review¬ 
ing  stands  cheer  or  jeer  at  what  they  ob¬ 
serve.  But  having  watched  it  march, 
certainly  those  of  us  who  are  reviewing 
what  we  have  seen  also  have  a  respon¬ 
sibility  to  remedy  what  needs  remedying 
and  to  give  what  protections  seem  re¬ 
quired  to  our  fellow  citizens  who  must 
work  and  pay  union  dues  to  live,  and  con¬ 
sequently  should  have  authority  to  de¬ 
cide  what  they  are  buying  with  their 
dues.  To  provide  union  members  these 
democratic  safeguards,  Congress  must 
enact  new  legislation. 

Congress  has  recognized  its  responsi- 
,^bilities  to  the  working  men  and  women 
this  country  in  this  area  of  activity 
a»d  to  the  general  public  by  passing  in 
19^  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  over  the  po- 
liticltoy  inspired  veto  of  President  Tru- 
man.XThe  new  law  was  designed  to 
protec^^he  employees,  the  employers, 
and  the  g^eral  public.  It  has  been  help¬ 
ful  towaiX  achieving  all  three  goals. 
However,  rn^t  of  the  excesses  and  diffi¬ 
culties  now  botog  presented  to  our  Select 
Investigating  Ol^mittee  of  the  Senate, 
it  should  be  rem^bered,  have  occurred 
since  the  passag^of  the  Taft-Hartley 
Act.  Obviously,  tnerefore,  the  act  as 
it  now  stands  is  ina^quate  and  insuffi¬ 
cient  to  do  the  job  hand.  Further 
legislation  is  urgently  \equired,  if  the 
dues-paying  members  cf\toe  unions  of 
this  country  are  to  be  ser's^d  by,  rather 
than  to  be  the  servants,  ofVheir  labor 
leaders.  The  wolf  cry  of  “sl^e  labor,” 
raised  by  certain  labor  leaderXagainst 
the  Taft-Hartley  Act,  appears  fnmr  the 
evidence  now  before  our  commitc^e  to 
come  directly  from  the  fact  that  tVese 
self-perpetuating  leaders  fear  they  ^1 
lose  their  control  over  the  union  men\ 
bers  they  have  done  so  much  to  enslavl 
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Insofar  as  the  exercise  of  their  free 
controKOver  their  own  unions  and  their 
own  leaxlers  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Prudent,  American  labor  unions 
are  here  t\stay.  They  serve  a  neces¬ 
sary  function.  They  must  retain  the 
right  to  stri^  as  a  weapon  in  their 
arsenal,  to  pr(^ce  collective  bargain¬ 
ing  which  will  ^ce  them  at  the  bar¬ 
gaining  table  and^t  them  in  the  con¬ 
ference  room  with  authority  commensu¬ 
rate  with  that  of  the  employers  with 
whom  they  must  negotiate.  I  am  not 
antilabor.  But,  Mr.  President,  I  am  anti¬ 
corruption  and  I  am  antiWtalitarian.  I 
am  antipower  bloc,  whetherSit  be  an  un¬ 
justifiable  built-in  or  step^-up  au¬ 
thority  for  management,  ^nership, 
union  leadership,  or  political  authority. 
I  dislike  one-party  rule  abroad  amd  at 
home.  Leadership  oligarchies  arK  the 
halfway  houses  between  dictatorship\nd 
democracy  and  they  are  undemocrafl 
whether  in  industry,  labor,  or  politic: 
To  the  extent  that  labor  leaders  have 
tended  to  become  union  bosses  and  that 
dues-paying  members  have  lost  their 
freedom  of  choice  and  their  powers  of 
self-determination,  I  believe  it  to  be  a 
matter  of  public  concern  and  a  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  Federal  Government,  to 
provide  remedial  measures. 

Actually,  Mr.  President,  we  face  this 
question:  Do  we  want  to  make  the  em^ 


placing  the  union  oligarchy  itself  ^ove 
the  lawmakers  and  the  laws  of  th^oun- 
try.  This  America  cannot  have  ajid  does 
not  want. 

Mr.  President,  all  this  becomes  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  greater  concern  to  tm  general 
public  when  we  realize  that  during  the 
last  quarter  of  a  century  on  American 
history  no  change  is  moire  important 
than  the  simple,  but  irusontrovertible, 
fact  that  25  years  ago  yeconomics  was 
the  controlling  factor  pf  our  political 
life,  whereas  today  poUtical  determina¬ 
tions  have  become  lYp  controlling  fac¬ 
tor  of  our  economic  lire.  This  is,  indeed, 
a  most  significant  change.  What  we  do 
or  fail  to  do  to  mee/  the  problems  which 
our  select  committee  is  now  disclosing 
may  very  well  determine  the  economic 
security  and  th^future  happiness  of  all 
Americans  in  every  walk  of  life  during 
the  remainder  of  this  last  half  of  the 
20th  centuryy 

I  hope  th/  Congress  in  1958  will  face 
its  responsioilities  in  this  field.  Let  us 
proach  ^ur  challenge  in  a  constructive 
f^hion.  /We  want  legislation  which  is 
no\purmive  in  design  and  is  not  con¬ 
ceive /o  punish  people:  but  we  need 
legislMon — which  I  am  confident  the 
rank /and  file  of  labor  will  enthusiasti¬ 
cally  supirert,  along  with  the  responsible 
leaders  ofNabor — which  will  restore  the 
b^ance  of  ewer  between  the  dues-pay- 
i^  member  and  his  labor  leaders  and 
etween  the  en^loyer  and  the  employee, 
yras  equally  imp^tant  segments  of  our 


idustrial  economy. 


zational  dues  for  the  righC^o  work  the 
same  complete  freedoms  o^hoice  and 
determination  that  our  conistitutional 
Bill  of  Rights  provides  for  all  Ainericans 
who  enjoy  the  benefits  providec^^y  the 
greatest  union  of  them  all — the  \[nion 
of  the  United  States. 


ployees’  freedom  secure  from  union  lea¬ 
dership,  or  do  we  want  to  make  the  power 
of  union  leadership  secure  from  the  free-  /a; 
dom  of  choice  exercised  by  the  em-  /  great  and  growing 

ployees.  /  Let  me  say  in  cdnclusion,  Mr.  Presi- 

Where  there  is  great  power,  there  mu^rt  dent,  that  this  prop^d  legislation  may 
be  direct  responsibility.  To  the  ext^t  well  become  a  secondNAmerican  Bill  of 
that  union  power  has  run  ahead  of  ui^on  Rights  which  will  provide  for  all  labor 
responsibility,  we  in  Congress  hav&  our  union  men  and  women  \^o  pay  organi- 
responsibility,  in  turn,  to  provid^  the 
remedy.  Power  without  responsibility  in 
any  area  of  human  activity  is  t^e  pre¬ 
lude  to  disaster  and  the  entry  .^-oom  to 
dictatorship.  To  the  extent  /hat  free 
unionism  in  theory  has  bec^e  forced 
unionism  in  practice,  coupled/with  a  cor¬ 
responding  centralization  of/iDower  in  an 
oligarchy  of  union  leaders  ;^ho  refuse  to 
accept  responsibilities  equ^alent  to  their 
authority,  this  situation  provides  a  pat¬ 
tern  which  requires  the/constructive  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Federal  government,  both 
at  the  executive  and  'at  the  legislative 
levels.  / 

In  all  of  the  testijnony  before  our  Se¬ 
lect  Committee  to /investigate  Improper 
Practices  in  th/  Labor-Management 
Field,  it  appears  /hat  the  forgotten  man 
of  1957  is  the  tregic  figure  of  the  dues- 
paying  membeire  who  must  join  a  union 
and  pay  its  assessments  and  fees  to  earn 
a  livelihood,  put  who  have  lost  control  of 
v.-hat  happens  in  or  to  or  by  their  union. 

1  hey  are  c^npelled  to  buy  a  ticket  to  ride 
on  a  specmc  vehicle  toward  a  destination 
which  tluty  have  no  effective  voice  in  de- 
terminii/g.  i  believe  that  most  Ameri- 
cans-Si  or  out  of  the  labor  movement — 
will  a/ree  there  is  something  un-Amer- 
icanY  undemocratic,  and  unwholesome 
aboj/t  a  situation  of  this  kind.  'What  be- 
in  the  Clayton  Act,  with  lawmakers 
icing  the  union  oligarchy  above  the 
ititrust  laws  of  the  country,  may  well 
id  up,  Mr.  President,  unless  some  con- 
rstructive  legislation  is  now  passed,  by 


MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1958 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9302)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  mutual  security  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Curtis  in  the  chair).  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  on  page  2,  in  lines  6  and  7. 

FOREIGN  AID  WILL  NEVER  STOP  COMMUNISM 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  the 
Communists  have  just  established  full 
control  of  the  armed  forces  of  Syria, 
right  in  the  middle  of  the  Middle  East. 

When  we  look  at  the  map,  we  see  that 
a  Communist  Syria  is  a  dagger  plunged 
into  the  vitals  of  the  Middle  East.  Com¬ 
munist-controlled  troops  are  now  in  the 
rear  of  Turkey,  Iraq,  Jordan,  Israel,  and 
Lebanon.  Soviet  submarines  have  a 
base  in  the  eastern  Mediterranean.  Our 
Greek-Turkish  policy  and  our  Middle 
East  policy  are  checkmated. 

In  the  light  of  this  unexpected  de¬ 
velopment,  let  us  look  at  the  President’s 


first  report  on  the  Middle  East  program. 
The  report  says  that  since  March  1957, 
we  have  made  agreements  to  give  $174.2 
million  in  that  area.  More  than  half  of 
this  is  apparently  for  economic  aid. 

Let  me  read  the  list  of  Middle  East 
countries  to  which  we  are  giving  eco¬ 
nomic  assistance,  either  directly  or 
through  regional  pacts.  They  are 
Afghanistan,  Pakistan,  Iran,  Iraq,  Saudi 
Arabia,  Lebanon,  Libya,  Ethiopia,  and 
Turkey. 

I  have  no  wish  to  criticize  any  of  these 
countries.  Some  of  them  are  among  our 
firmest  friends  in  this  disjointed  world. 
But  I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  sev¬ 
eral  of  them  are  very  rich. 

Now  let  me  read  the  list  of  our  eco¬ 
nomic  projects,  as  included  in  the  Mid¬ 
dle  East  report.  They  include  low-cost 
housing  and  slum  clearance,  municipal 
water  supplies,  rural  electrification,  irri¬ 
gation,  road  construction,  railroads,  air 
transportation,  schools,  broadcasting, 
telecommunications,  resource  develop¬ 
ment,  industrial  projects,  and  economic 
surveys  to  draw  up  plans  for  more  eco¬ 
nomic  aid. 

I  have  two  questions  to  ask  about  this 
report: 

The  first  you  probably  have  already 
guessed,  Mr.  President.  It  is  this: 
What  about  American  need  for  new 
roads,  improvements  of  our  railroads, 
air  traffic,  municipal  water  supplies,  slum 
clearance,  low-cost  housing,  schools, 
rural  electrification,  irrigation,  telecom¬ 
munications,  and  economic  surveys  to 
prepare  for  what  else  we  need? 

Of  course,  the  proponents  will  quote 
me  beautiful  figures  about  the  gross  na¬ 
tional  product,  and  they  will  say,  “the 
United  States  is  rich.  We  have  plenty 
of  money  to  spend  at  home  and  abroad." 

So  I  reply:  “Do  any  of  you  believe  that 
the  American  people  can  pay,  today, 
for  their  own  schools  and  water  systems, 
irrigation  and  air-traffic  improvements, 
slum  clearance  and  low-cost  housing, 
without  a  most  painful  pressure  on  our 
family  budgets?  Does  anyone  think  we 
can  pay  for  these  things  without  in¬ 
creasing  pressure  on  the  markets  in 
which  we  sell  our  Government  bonds?’* 

We  have  already  had  to  raise  Govern¬ 
ment  interest  rates,  again  and  again,  to 
get  enough  bidders  for  the  bonds  we  have 
had  to  refinance. 

We  are  facing  an  increase  of  billions  of 
dollars  in  the  annual  cost  of  carrying 
our  debt,  even  if  we  do  not  increase  our 
total  debt  by  $1. 

We  are  facing  an  increase  in  spending, 
due  to  higher  prices,  even  if  we  do  not 
add  one  item  to  our  present  spending. 

The  problem  is  not  whether  we  can 
cut  taxfes  but  whether  we  can  avoid  im¬ 
posing  higher  taxes,  unless  we  cut  spend¬ 
ing. 

How,  then,  I  ask,  are  we  going  to 
finance  water  supply  systems  and  broad¬ 
casting  stations,  low-cost  housing,  mod¬ 
ern  roads  and  airfields,  for  up  to  15  coun¬ 
tries  in  the  Middle  East  while  we  carry 
the  rest  of  Asia,  Africa,  and  Europe  on 
our  backs,  and  also  reduce  our  debt,  and 
ease  the  pressure  on  the  budgets  of  our 
families  here  at  home? 

That  is  only  one  question. 
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I  have  a  second  question.  I  ask,  “Why 
should  we  do  it?  What  good  will  it  ac¬ 
complish?  What  has  happened  to  the 
boasted  intelligence  of  the  American  peo¬ 
ple.  their  moral  influence,  their  economic 
leadership,  their  political  wisdom?  Why 
do  we,  the  strongest  Nation  in  the  world, 
find  ourselves  with  no  way  to  influence 
the  world  situation,  except  by  a  gigantic 
program  of  welfare  spending,  with  a  little 
military  hardware  thrown  in?’’ 

It  is  obviously  impossible  to  accept  the 
repeated  statement  that  economic  aid  is, 
in  some  mysterious  fashion,  a  barrier  to 
Communist  advance. 

Were  the  Communists  held  back  in 
Syria? 

It  is  time  we  had  some  fundamental 
analysis  of  where  we  are  going  in  foreign 
aid,  not  an  analysis  of  the  details,  but 
of  the  direction.  It  is  in  our  navigation, 
not  our  operations,  that  the  error  lies. 
The  time  for  such  analysis  is  now,  when 
we  are  asked  to  borrow  three  or  four  bil¬ 
lion  dollars,  at  rising  interest  rates,  to 
provide  foreign  aid  for  fiscal  1958. 

Our  foreign  aid  spending  falls  into 
many  categories,  but  only  two  are  im¬ 
portant,  military  assistance  and  ecoi- 
nomic  assistance.  Since  the  end  of  the 
war  we  have  spent  sixty-nine  billions  on 
foreign  grants  and  credits,  most  of  which 
was  for  economic  aid.  Contrary  to  most 
comments,  military  aid  has  been  only 
a  small  part  of  the  program,  except  for 
very  recent  years. 

In  the  beginning  we  were  given  the 
most  solemn  promises  that  economic  aid 
was  temporary.  It  is  now  frankly  pro¬ 
posed  to  make  economic  aid  a  permanent 
American  policy,  to  center  it  on  the  neu¬ 
tralist  nations  of  Asia  and  Africa,  and 
taper  off  military  aid  to  our  former  allies. 
Military  aid  to  anti -Communist  nations 
is  on  the  way  out,  and  a  permanent  pro¬ 
gram  of  soft  loans  to  1  billion  people  in 
Asia  and  Africa  will  take  its  place. 

The  proposed  International  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund  is  the  instrument  devised  to 
set  future  policy  in  the  direction  the 
planners  desire.  If  the  Congress  wishes 
to  abandon  our  policy  of  strengthening 
the  anti-Communist  nations,  and  instead 
to  embark  on  a  project  of  raising  the 
economic  level  of  a  billion  people  in  the 
underdeveloped  nations,  it  should,  by  all 
means,  inaugurate  the  development  loan 
fund.  That  is  the  overriding  issue  in  our 
vote  on  this  bill. 

First,  let  us  look  at  the  technical  side 
of  this  development  loan  fund,  and  then 
at  its  political  implications. 

Point  1 :  This  fund  is  called  a  loan  pro¬ 
gram,  but  that  pretty  name  does  not 
apply  to  its  status  in  our  budget.  Repay¬ 
ments  under  this  program  go  to  the  for¬ 
eign-aid  fund,  not  to  the  Treasury.  The 
minority  views  of  the  House  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs  Committee  say  with  finality  this 
sum  will  be  added  to  our  public  debt. 
In  other  words,  we  are  to  borrow,  at 
ever-increasing  interest  rates,  any  money 
we  vote  to  give  these  nations.  The  in¬ 
terest  cost  will  be  paid  by  our  people, 
year  after  year. 

Point  2:  Under  this  bill.  Congress  sur¬ 
renders  all  authority  over  this  money. 

The  House  minority  views  say; 

The  proposed  development  loan  fund  Is 
not  subject  to  any  effective  congressional  or 
other  control. 


They  add: 

The  powers  and  authorities  of  this  form¬ 
less  entity  are  extremely  broad  in  their  ap¬ 
plication  and  vague  in  their  limitations. 

There  is  a  loan  committee  of  officials 
with  other  jobs,  but  the  manager’s  pow¬ 
ers  are  practically  unlimited. 

In  the  debate  on  the  authorization  in 
the  House,  Representative  Hardy  said: 

If  the  manager  sees  fit,  under  the  language 
you  have  written  into  this  bill,  he  can  dis¬ 
regard  every  single  principle  that  has  been 
set  out  by  the  committee.  •  *  • 

It  is  the  most  loosely  drawn  thing  I  have 
ever  seen. 

Now,  this  fund  is  ostensibly  to  make 
possible  the  lending  of  money  to  unde¬ 
veloped  areas,  but  those  in  charge  can 
deal  with  any  public  or  private  entities 
they  care  to.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
bill  to  prevent  any  individual  in  this 
country,  or  anywhere  else,  from  setting 
himself  up  as  a  corporation,  getting  a 
loan,  and  going  into  business  far  off 
in  Asia  and  Africa.  Once  the  loan  is 
made.  Congress  loses  its  last  chance  to 
supervise  the  transaction. 

The  ICA  is  already  deep  in  the  busi¬ 
ness  of  development  loans.  It  does  not 
need  this  new  legal  instrument  if  its  pur¬ 
pose  is  to  make  loans.  I  fear  it  needs 
the  new  setup  only  to  remove  itself  fur¬ 
ther  from  congressional  scrutiny. 

A  most  interesting  report  on  economic 
development  through  private  investment 
activities  of  the  mutual  security  pro¬ 
gram  was  put  into  the  Congressional 
Record  by  a  Member  of  the  House.  It 
was,  apparently,  the  handiwork  of  ICA. 

The  ICA,  says  the  report,  is  already 
giving  investment  services  to  private 
borrowers,  including; 

First.  Exploration,  mapping,  aerial 
surveys  of  mineral  and  other  resources. 

Second.  Study  missions  to  advise  on 
the  economic,  technical,  and  financial 
feasability  of  projects. 

Third.  Loans  from  counterpart  and 
other  funds. 

Fourth.  Investment  guaranties. 

Fifth.  Private,  governmental,  and 
mixed  development  banks. 

Sixth.  Investment  advice. 

Seventh.  Loans  from  Public  Law  480 
funds. 

I  should  like  to  ask,  Mr.  President, 
first,  who  are  the  private  individuals, 
including  Americans,  who  get  these  serv¬ 
ices  and  these  loans;  second,  why  does 
the  United  States  Government  use  tax 
funds  to  pay  development  costs  for  pri¬ 
vate  investors? 

This  is  a  clear  financial  subsidy,  lower¬ 
ing  the  costs  and  increasing  the  profits 
of  private  borrowers.  Our  Government 
has  not  used  tax  funds  to  pay  prepara¬ 
tory  costs  for  our  oil,  sugar  refining,  and 
other  vast  American  enterprises  abroad. 
Why  do  so  now?  Why  do  it  far  from 
congressional  supervision? 

Let  me  give  the  Senate  some  of  the 
beneficiaries,  from  this  progress  report. 

ICA  used  tax  funds  to  prospect  for  a 
new  rubber  plantation  in  Liberia  for  the 
Goodrich  Tire  &  Rubber  Co. 

We  made  geological  surveys  in  Brazil 
for  Bethlehem  Steel  and  United  States 
Steel  and  Harbison- Walker. 


We  made  oil  explorations  in  Jordan 
which  led  to  a  contract  for  Edwin  Pauley 
and  the  Phillips  Oil  Co. 

In  Guatemala,  the  ICA  industrial  ad¬ 
viser  is  helping  General  Tire  &  Rubber  to 
establish  a  plant. 

These  corporations  operate  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  view. 

How  many  fly-by-night  operators  are 
also  going  to  get  into  this  picture,  start  a 
business  on  a  shoestring,  and  then  sell 
out  to  credulous  investors? 

Now  I  ask  Senators  to  listen  carefully 
to  one  development  project  which  is 
most  curious.  Every  detail  is  fascinat¬ 
ing.  The  ICA  apparently  sent  a  study 
mission,  including  several  American 
corporation  presidents,  to  the  Belgian 
Congo,  for  the  Belgian  Government,  to 
report  on  the  feasibility  of  a  giant  hydro¬ 
electric  plant  on  the  Congo  River. 

Now  listen  carefully.  The  proposal 
was  to  build  a  plant  75  miles  up  the 
Congo,  producing  up  to  20  million  kilo¬ 
watts  of  electric  power. 

Of  course— 

Says  the  report — 

In  an  undeveloped  country,  such  a  large 
amount  of  power  could  not  be  used. 

Now  hear  this.  The  Belgian  Govern¬ 
ment  hired  6  engineering  firms :  2  Amer¬ 
ican,  2  Belgian,  1  Swedish,  and  1  Swiss, 
to  study  the  size  and  design  of  the  plant. 
The  decision  is  tentatively  for  a  first- 
stage  project  of  3  million  kilowatts. 

The  report  says: 

The  entire  project  would  equal  the  power 
capacity  of  10  Bonneville  projects,  while  the 
proposed  first  phase  only,  is  one-half  again 
as  large  (as  Bonneville)  and  the  estimates 
are  that  the  power  would  be  the  cheapest  in 
the  world. 

This  is  all  going  to  be  financed  on  the 
private  investment  market  in  the  United 
States  and  Europe. 

Industries  contemplated,  include  alu¬ 
minum  reduction,  fertilizer  and  chemi¬ 
cals,  woodpulp  and  paper  products. 

The  ICA  contribution  to  this  project 
was  less  than  $15,000. 

The  Belgian  Government  has  already 
paid  out  over  $750,000. 

What  kind  of  business  is  this? 

If  the  ICA  spent  only  $15,000,  against 
a  first  expenditure  of  $750,000  by  the 
Belgian  Government,  for  a  project  to  be 
privately  financed,  why  was  ICA  involved 
at  all? 

Could  it  possibly  be  that  it  thereby  got 
inside  information  which  it  could  give  to 
a  favored  few,  who  want  to  set  up  busi¬ 
nesses  in  the  shadow  of  this  hydroelec¬ 
tric  project  built  where  there  was  no 
demand  for  electricity? 

In  passing,  I  mention  that  Belgium  is 
a  rich,  industrial  nation.  It  has  been 
operating  in  the  Congo  for  50  years  or 
more.  Some  of  the  richest  and  most 
powerful  corporations  in  the  world  oper¬ 
ate  in,  or  in  connection  with,  the  Congo. 
What  goes  on  here? 

Now  hear  ICA’s  conclusion  from  this 
experience: 

Surely  there  are  many  other  projects  of 
this  scope  in  the  free  world  in  which  our 
Government  can  be  helpful  by  advice  and 
assistance  to  construct  and  develop,  where 
private  American  and  other  investors  would 
be  anxious  to  locate  foreign  operations. 
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This  is  what  our  Government  has  been 
doing  with  our  money  in  the  partial 
obscurity  of  ICA. 

Now  we  are  urged  to  put  all  these  loans 
behind  a  paper  curtain,  through  which 
Congress  will  never  be  permitted  to  peer. 

How  is  this  going  to  smell  a  few  years 
from  now? 

Some  unpleasant  odors  are  already 
rising  in  various  countries  from  profits 
made  from  our  overvaluation  of  local 
currencies,  from  offshore  procurement, 
and  other  foreign  aid  transactions. 

Even  if  we  put  the  best  men  we  can 
find  into  such  offices,  how  long  will  it  be 
before  the  fast  money  boys  have  found 
their  hidden  way  to  these  gold  mines 
and  are  disgracing  the  name  of  our  coun¬ 
try  by  their  greed  and  chicanery? 

How  long  will  it  be  before  the  money- 
hungry  speculators  find  the  weak  places 
in  the  agency  personnel,  and  discover 
how  to  get  the  inside  dope  before  their 
rivals? 

How  long  before  the  few  officials  who 
are  willing  to  make  deals  take  over  from 
the  honest  men,  by  Gresham’s  inescap¬ 
able  law? 

This  will  be  the  shipping  scandal.  Tea¬ 
pot  Dome,  the  Insull  story,  and  Johnny 
Dio,  rolled  into  one,  if  we  go  down  this 
road. 

By  a  curious  coincidence,  the  total  of 
such  development  loans,  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  program,  is  estimated  at  at  least 
$300  million,  the  amount  recommended 
by  the  House  for  the  development  fund’s 
first  year. 

We  are  already  operating  development 
loan  funds  in  Taiwan,  the  Philippines, 
Jordan,  Israel  and  elsewhere. 

There  is  a  series  of  clues  to  indicate 
how  important  it  is  to  the  Communists 
to  have  the  United  States  engage  in  a 
long-term  program  of  industrializing 
the  undeveloped  areas. 

Lenin  and  Stalin  both  held  that  the 
world  could  not  be  communized  until 
American  capital  had  been  put  to  work 
to  industrialize  Asia  and  Africa. 

This  long-range  plan  was  stepped  up 
during  the  war,  when  we  heard  many 
variations  of  how  American  capital 
should  be  applied  to  restoration  of  war- 
ravaged  Russia  and  central  Europe. 

It  will  be  remembered  that  at  the  urg¬ 
ing  of  Harry  White,  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  Morgenthau  urged  a  $2  billion 
rehabilitation  fund  for  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  doctrine  is  set  foi-th  in  the  writing 
of  Gunnar  Myrdal,  who  said  in  An  In¬ 
ternational  Economy  that — 

•  ♦  •  An  integrated  International  so¬ 
ciety  requires  a  •  •  •  redistribution  of 
wealth  and  Income  and  of  economic  opor- 
tunity  between  the  rich  and  economically 
developed  economies  of  the  West,  and  the 
so-called  undeveloped  areas  of  the  world. 

There  is  substantial  evidence  of  a  spread 
of  the  ideas  and  values  necessary  to  bring 
this  about. 

Again  and  again,  proposals  have  been 
made  by  American  officials  I’eflecting — 
probably  quite  unconsciously — the  Soviet 
plan  to  dismantle  our  Armed  Forces  and 
apply  the  savings  to  a  point  4  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  earth. 

This  plan  is  important  to  the  Com¬ 
munists  for  two  reasons. 
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It  is  a  way  to  reduce  the  economic 
surplus  which  makes  possible  America’s 
gigantic  war  strength. 

It  is  a  way  to  turn  the  rural  population 
of  Asia  and  Africa  into  a  rootless  pro¬ 
letariat  who  will  be  more  readily  re¬ 
sponsive  to  Communist  wiles. 

I  have  already  referred  to  the  innate 
resemblances  between  the  new  develop¬ 
ment  loan  fund  and  SUNFED. 

Do  not  be  misled  because  some  of  these 
plans  call  for  private  enterprise. 

They  are  the  most  dangerous. 

The  Communists  now  have  fully  ma¬ 
tured  plans  for  using  private  capital, 
private  banks,  and  private  investors  to 
build  up  communism  as  easily  as  they 
use  Socialist  state  enterprises. 

You  will  remember,  Mr.  President, 
that  in  the  Sobel  case,  it  was  reported 
that  the  Soviet  Union  had  more  than 
50  private  enterprises  working  as  covers 
for  its  espionage. 

I  am  not  asking  anyone  to  take  my 
judgment  as  final. 

I  am  urging  that  we  stop  and  assay 
the  full  danger  before  we  take  this  fate¬ 
ful  vote  to  use  American  money,  to  es¬ 
tablish  an  agency  to  do  anything  it  likes, 
in  our  name,  from  the  western  coast  of 
Africa  to  the  eastern  outposts  of  Asia. 

It  is  now  almost  Labor  Day. 

We  shall  be  back  here  in  4  months, 
if  not  sooner. 

This  development  loan  fund  is  a  new 
departure  at  best. 

What  harm  can  come  from  delay? 

The  loans  are,  admittedly,  soft  loans, 
and  upset  the  careful  work  of  banking 
agencies  like  the  Export-Import  Bank 
and  the  International  Bank,  which  are 
trying  to  stay  on  solid  ground  in  helping 
unindustrialized  areas. 

The  proposal  for  a  development  fund 
is  supported  by  a  very  specious  appeal  to 
ignorance  in  the  statement  that  back¬ 
ward  areas  cannot  finance  waterworks, 
irrigation,  and  port  improvement,  with¬ 
out  gifts  from  us. 

That  is  the  sheerest  nonsense. 

Probably  all  the  railroads  in  the  world, 
except  those  of  England,  were  built  with 
capital  borrowed  in  the  international 
market. 

In  general,  money  for  railroads  had  to 
be  borrowed  before  heavy  industrializa¬ 
tion  started  in  any  country. 

Investment  capital  has  moved  quickly 
from  country  to  country,  and  project  to 
project,  wherever  it  could  find  a  job  that 
promised  to  pay  its  costs. 

The  argument  that  undeveloped  coun¬ 
tries  cannot  borrow  for  their  capital 
needs  is  so  stupid  or  so  dishonest,  it  is 
embarrassing  to  see  able  people  support 
it. 

There  is  a  certain  grim  humor  in  the 
fact  that  those  who  have  most  violently 
denounced  the  colonialism  of  private  in¬ 
vestment  are  bringing  to  the  colonial 
areas  the  far  greater  cruelty  of  state- 
controlled  investment. 

When  the  government  controls  invest¬ 
ment,  it  has  de  facto  control  of  all  eco¬ 
nomic,  cultural,  and  political  activities 
in  the  country. 

National  communism  is  at  hand. 

In  the  House  debate  on  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill.  Representative  Smith,  of  Wis¬ 
consin  said; 


Is  It  not  strange,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
program  of  foreign  aid  which  is  designed  to 
combat  the  advance  of  communism  through¬ 
out  the  world  in  effect  applies  socialistic  or 
communistic  techniques  to  achieve  its  ends? 

The  program  that  has  been  in  effect  and 
which  is  proposed  for  the  indefinite  future  is 
one  of  crass  materialism  based  upon  the  so¬ 
cialistic  principle  that  economics  is  the  con¬ 
trolling  factor  in  life. 

As  Representative  Smith  put  it.  the 
development  fund  takes  away  a  crutch 
and  substitutes  a  wheelchair. 

It  does  nothing,  whatever,  to 
strengthen  free  institutions  in  the  re¬ 
ceiving  countries. 

Another  specious  line  of  argument  is 
the  listing  of  imaginary  benefits  to  the 
United  States. 

One  ardent  supporter  of  the  ICA  po¬ 
sition,  speaking  of  our  dependence  on 
these  areas  for  raw  materials,  stressed 
the  rubber  of  Southeast  Asia. 

But  one  of  the  most  brilliant  achieve¬ 
ments  of  World  War  II  was  the  speed 
and  effectiveness  with  which  the  United 
States  Government  developed  a  syn¬ 
thetic  substitute  for  rubber. 

Our  real  dependence  for  raw  materials, 
outside  our  country,  should  encourage  us 
to  step  up  the  proportion  of  help  we  give 
Latin  Ameria. 

But  Latin  America  has  been  the  step¬ 
child  of  foreign  aid  since  it  was  started. 

Representative  Walter  told  the  story 
of  how  Congress  appropriated  money  to 
help  Latin  American  countries  receive 
some  of  the  Italians  and  others,  who 
wished  to  emigrate  from  Europe. 

But  Representative  Walter  said  the 
State  Department  spent  only  $1  million 
out  of  the  $15  million  Congress  appro¬ 
priated. 

Equally  specious  is  the  argument  that 
foreign  aid  spending  helps  business  and 
makes  jobs. 

Let  us  make  it  clear. 

V/hen  we  give  money  to  Europe  to  buy 
coal  from  us,  that  makes  jobs  in  the 
coal  mines,  but  they  are  jobs  without 
pay. 

The  coal  miners  are  paid  out  of  the 
windfall  from  infiation,  but  the  rest  of 
us  pay  a  hidden  tax,  in  the  fall  of  the 
dollar. 

There  seems  to  be  a  spate  of  imwritten 
hints  that  if  foreign  aid  spending  were 
cut  off,  business  in  this  country  would 
crash. 

That  is  true  only  if  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  all  have  everything  they  need  and 
have  no  unsatisfied  wants. 

If  we  do  not  need  any  more  roads  or 
schools  or  irrigation  projects,  if  we  do 
not  need  better  airfields,  jet  planes,  im¬ 
provements  in  railroads  and  urban  trans¬ 
portation,  then  the  drying  up  of  orders 
for  three  or  four  billion  dollars  worth  of 
foreign  aid  orders  will  cause  a  drop  in 
our  economy,  but  not  till  then. 

On  the  contrary,  the  papers  now  tell 
us  that  parts  of  the  roadbuilding  pro¬ 
gram,  which  has  been  passed  by  Con¬ 
gress,  will  have  to  be  held  up  because  of 
rising  costs. 

Our  own  military  is  making  drastic 
cutbacks  at  the  moment  we  are  voting  to 
pay  for  low-cost  housing  and  public 
power  in  all  quarters  of  the  earth. 

I  think  the  value  of  this  argument, 
that  we  need  foreign  spending  for  pros- 
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perity,  is  well  measured  by  the  fact  that 
it  is  kept  so  secret,  and  apparently  spread 
by  whispers. 

If  we  are  talking  about  foreign  aid  and 
American  prosperity,  I  invite  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate  to  the  fact  that  the 
foreign  aid  officials  have  some  $8  billion 
of  spending  in  the  pipelines,  a  large  part 
of  which  has  not  yet  been  billed  to  the 
American  Treasury. 

They  are  asking  for  an  additional  bil¬ 
lion  and  a  half  dollars  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  loan  fund,  and  promising  that  this 
money  will  be  spent  slowly. 

I  ask,  when  will  these  bills  be  presented 
to  the  Treasury  and  add  to  the  money 
our  Government  has  to  get  from  the  bond 
market? 

We  have  no  certainty  that  these  un¬ 
paid  bills  will  not  reach  their  peak  at  the 
very  moment  when  we  are  suffering  from 
an  economic  recession. 

Remember  that  now,  because  of  the 
Ruml  plan  for  current  payment  of  taxes, 
our  tax  income  will  turn  down  the  mo¬ 
ment  businesahegins  to  recede. 

Someone  wants  foreign  aid  very  badly 
for  some  quite  different  reason  than  to 
bolster  our  economy. 

There  are  quite  a  few  additional  pro¬ 
grams  in  this  bill,  but  they  are  all  really 
foreign  aid. 

Congress  was  determined  that  point 
4  should  be  technical  assistance  only, 
and  that  we  should  not  supply  the  cap¬ 
ital  needed  for  these  projects. 

But  we  have  come  full  circle,  and  are 
now  supplying  the  capital  through  ICA. 

There  is  no  longer  any  reason  for 
keeping  point  4  as  a  separate  program. 

The  same  is  true  on  U.  JSf.  technical  as¬ 
sistance. 

Why  should  we  contribute  anything  to 
the  United  Nations  to  duplicate  what  we 
are  doing? 

All  this  splitting  up  of  programs  mere¬ 
ly  wastes  the  time  of  Congress. 

It  is  time  the  Members  of  Congress  de¬ 
cided  not  to  waste  time  we  need  for  more 
serious  problems. 

This  year.  Members  of  Congress  have 
been  proffered  thousands  and  thousands 
of  pages  of  testimony  on  foreign  aid,^  to 
digest  before  they  voted. 

The  Senate  special  Committee  on 
Foreign  Aid  published  1,580  pages  of  re¬ 
ports  and  785  pages  of  hearings. 

The  House  Foreign  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee  published  1,394  pages  of  hearings. 

The  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  hearings  were  828  pages. 

The  House  Appropriations  Committee 
hearings  ran  to  1,159  pages. 

The  Senate  Appropriations  hearings 
will  be,  perhaps,  a  thousand  pages  more. 

This  adds  up  to  more  than  6,000  pages 
of  printed  hearings,  the  equivalent  of  30 
books  printed  in  almost  illegible  fine 
print. 

This  total  does  not  include  committee 
reports,  floor  debates  in  the  House  and 
Senate,  the  House  Government  Opera¬ 
tions  Committee’s  reports  on  Guam  and 
on  budget  presentation,  and  a  multitude 
of  other  documents  from  both  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  House,  which  contain  im¬ 
portant  information  Congress  needs  to 
know. 

I  do  not  even  mention  the  river  of 
words  from  the  executive  branch  itself. 


As  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright]  learned  recently,  the  truth 
can  be  obscured  by  giving  no  informa¬ 
tion  at  all,  or  by  giving  so  much  infor¬ 
mation  that  no  one  could  possibly  read 
or  understand  it. 

It  is  time  for  Congress  to  end  this 
nonsense. 

It  is  time  for  Congress  to  divide  for¬ 
eign  aid  into  two  clear  programs,  mili¬ 
tary  and  economic. 

Then  we  should  hold  up  all  appropria¬ 
tions  for  economic  aid  for  the  remain¬ 
ing  4  months. 

They  have  money  enough  to  run  for 
months,  or  years — I  believe  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  said  for  more  than  2 
years — without  an  additional  penny  be¬ 
ing  granted. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  JENNER.  That  will  give  us  time 
to  consider  a  much  more  serious  matter : 
what  is  happening  to  our  military  assist¬ 
ance  to  firm  anti-Communist  nations? 

We  are  helping  to  maintain  a  million 
Koreans  and  Chinese  and  Vietnamese, 
under  arms,  but  where  are  the  anti- 
Communist  legions  of  free  Asia? 

I  will  tell  the  Senate  where  they  are. 

They  have  quietly  been  converted  into 
internal  security  forces,  that  is,  police 
forces. 

Meanwhile,  our  foreign  policy  seems 
to  be  changing  from  anticommunism 
to  support  of  neutralism. 

Who  wants  it  changed?  Who  decided 
we  were  to  disengage  ourselves  from 
free  Asia,  and  forget  our  ties  to  Europe, 
while  we  try  to  remake  the  lives  of  a 
billion  people  in  neutralist  Asia  and 
Afi’ica? 

I  spoke  a  few  months  ago  of  the  ciu-i- 
ous  way  in  which  our  military  aid  pro¬ 
grams  each  had  a  mysterious  weak  link 
which  prwented  their  use  to  deter  the 
Communists. 

Now  I  find  increasing  reference  to 
these  armed  forces,  as  forces  to  deal 
with  internal  threat  only.  Who  decided 
they  were  to  be  changed  from  military 
to  internal  security  forces? 

Several  years  ago,  I  said  that  free 
Asians  could  save  Asia.  They  could  fight 
for  Asia  better  than  we  could,  if  we  gave 
them  the  best  training  and  weapons. 

Of  course,  America  cannot  man  all 
outposts  which  guard  the  free  world 
from  Communist  assault.  But  we  should 
not  need  to  man  them  all. 

There  is  nothing  better  known  in  war 
than  the  problem  of  encircling  the 
enemy.  Every  foot  of  the  circle  must 
be  watched  and  guarded.  Free  Asians 
can  guard  most  of  the  line  in  Asia.  Free 
Europeans  could — without  our  help- 
guard  most  of  the  line  in  Europe. 
Greece  and  Turkey  and  Iraq  and  their 
friends  could  guard  the  Near  East,  if 
they  had  military  forces. 

But  if  they  are  converted  to  security 
forces  dealing  only  with  internal  threat, 
then  no  one  is  telling  the  Soviet  Union 
to  desist  from  aggression. 

If  we  are  turning  the  armed  forces 
we  assist  into  police  forces,  then  we  are 
saying  to  the  Soviet  Union,  “You  are  in 
no  danger  from  the  anti-Communist 
nations  of  Europe  and  Asia.’’ 


Perhaps  our  planners  intend  to  in¬ 
corporate  these  men  into  an  interna¬ 
tional  police  force,  under  the  security 
coimcil,  including  the  Soviet  Union. 

We  have  just  seen  the  departure  from 
the  Defense  Department  of  the  Secretary 
and  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff.  The  Department  of  Defense  is, 
momentarily,  in  a  state  of  flux,  and  the 
power  of  the  permanent  nonmilitary 
staff  is  at  its  height. 

Recently,  I  discussed  the  provision  in 
the  foreign-aid  authorization  giving  the 
State  Department  final  decision  on  who 
shall  get  our  military  aid — instead  of 
leaving  the  decision  to  Congress  and  the 
President  after  they  had  weighed  the 
advice  of  both  diplomatic  and  military 
experts. 

This  is  the  moment  when  Congress 
should  do  nothing  at  all  about  economic 
aid,  but  come  back  in  January  prepared 
to  find  out  what  is  happening  to  our 
military  policy  making. 

After  we  have  settled  that  question,  we 
can  turn  to  foreign  policy  and  decide  at 
leisure  what  we  need  for  a  truly  Amer¬ 
ican  foreign  policy. 

I  am  not  willing  to  believe  that  gifts 
from  the  American  Government  to  for¬ 
eign  governments  are  the  noblest  expres¬ 
sion  of  the  American  spirit,  the  highest 
use  of  American  intelligence,  American 
political  wisdom,  and  economic  progress. 
No,  indeed.  The  American  Nation  had  a 
more  powerful  influence  on  Europe  and 
Asia  when  it  was  a  new  Republic  of  about 
5  million ’people.  We  had  a  more  salu¬ 
tary  influence  in  Russia  and  Siam  when 
we  freed  the  slaves,  in  the  midst  of  a 
civil  war  which  consumed  all  our  mate¬ 
rial  resources. 

We  had  a  more  inspiring  influence  on 
Europe  and  Asia  at  the  turn  of  the 
century,  when  we  forbade  the  dividing 
up  of  China  by  the  great  powers,  and 
promised  freedom  to  the  Philippines. 

I  believe  those  earlier  efforts  of  ours, 
to  do  the  right  thing,  and  let  world  opin¬ 
ion  follow,  carried  us  to  far  greater 
heights  of  influence  over  the  world  than 
our  present  undignified  race  to  give  away 
vast  sums  of  American  capital  to  foreign 
countries  to  stimulated  economic  growth 
for  which  these  nations  are  quite  un¬ 
prepared. 

What  is  wrong  with  our  foreign-aid 
program  is  simply  this :  it  is  wrong  from 
top  to  bottom.  It  starts  from  the  wi'ong 
place,  and  travels  rapidly  in  the  wrong 
direction. 

It  is  not  only  wasting  billions  of  the 
national  wealth,  wrung  by  our  labor  from 
the  farms  and  factories  and  railroads 
and  offices  of  our  country.  We  could  en¬ 
dure  that  economic  drain,  however  much 
it  cost.  But  this  emphasis  on  the  great 
giveaway  closes  the  door  on  every  bit  of 
talent  for  sound  leadership  that  the 
American  people  have  exhibited  in  other 
crises  of  world  history. 

Foreign  aid  spending  puts  a  damper 
on  every  kind  of  program  to  contain  the 
Communists,  to  weaken  them  internally, 
to  encourage  free  nations,  and  help  them 
by  far  sounder  methods  which  the 
American  people  have  practiced  since 
the  founding  of  our  Republic. 

How  can  we  explain  the  astounding 
fact  that  all  our  efforts,  backed  by  over 
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$60  billion,  have  not  delayed  or  dis¬ 
turbed  the  Communists  one  iota? 

Today  evei-y  honest  American  admits 
their  success  is  greater  than  ever. 

Our  foreign  aid  spending  does  not 
hurt  the  Communists. 

It  does  not  spread  the  influence  of 
American  ideals. 

It  does  not  help  other  nations  to  keep 
free  of  government  control  of  their  own 
lives. 

Two  political  groups  must  unite  their 
forces  to  put  an  end  to  foreign  aid 
spending. 

One  is  the  people  interested  in  the 
health  of  American  economy — business¬ 
men,  householders,  true  union  leaders, 
economists. 

The  other  is  the  people  interested  in  a 
genuine  American  foreign  policy,  rest¬ 
ing  on  American  intelligence,  American 
morality,  American  economic  leadership, 
and  respect  for  the  free  people  living  in 
the  shadow  of  Communist  power. 

How  must  the  people  of  north  Africa 
feel  toward  Americans  when  they  are 
being  killed  with  American  ammunition 
and  guns  sent  to  them  by  the  American 
taxpayers  for  the  purpose  of  NATO,  but 
used  by  Pi-ance,  who  pulls  her  divisions 
out  of  NATO,  and  sends  weapons  to 
north  Africa  to  kill  the  natives? 

We  know  what  is  the  matter  with  the 
foreign  policy.  We  know  we  are  not 
hurting  communism  that  way. 

I  have  said  again  and  again  I  am 
not  opposed  to  an  America  helpful  to 
other  nations,  especially  those  who  be¬ 
lieve  in  liberty. 

But  I  want  the  America  of  today  to 
make  a  foreign  policy  which  brings 
light  and  hope  to  the  world,  as  we  did 
in  the  days  of  Washington,  as  we  did  in 
the  days  of  Monroe,  as  we  did  in  the 
days  of  Abraham  Lincoln,  as  we  did  in 
the  days  of  McKinley,  John  Hay,  Wil¬ 
liam  Howard  Taft,  and  Charles  Evans 
Hughes,  when  America  stood  for  na¬ 
tional  security  for  a  China  threatened 
by  the  great  powers,  and  national  in¬ 
dependence  for  an  imdeveloped  people 
newly  freed  from  rule  of  a  dying  empire. 

I  am  suggesting  we  bring  about  a 
major  turn  in  American  foreign  policy, 
from  reliance  on  American  money  to 
American  intelligence,  courage,  moral 
principles  and  economic  leadership. 

But  I  know  that  change  cannot  be 
made  with  an  ax. 

We  must  be  as  careful  as  the  surgeon 
in  cutting  off  foreign  spending  which 
has  grown  up  under  17  years  of  bureau¬ 
cratic  nurturing. 

We  must  cut  off  this  parasitic  growth 
without  injuring  the  economies  of  other 
countries,  or  the  political  stability  of 
the  leaders  who  have  been  our  friends. 

I  suggest  a  simple  formula. 

Military  aid  goes  to  our  friends;  let 
ns  revamp  our  military  aid  which  keeps 
under  arms  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
troops  in  free  countries  which  could  not 
be  supported  locally. 

Let  us  combine  both  direct  assistance 
to  the  Armed  Forces  and  financial  as¬ 
sistance  for  other  military  necessities, 
like  roads,  port  facilities  and  airfields, 
and  let  the  Defense  Department  make 
the  decisions. 


Let  us  take  the  American  Government 
out  of  economic  aid,  either  loans  or 
grants,  to  foreign  governments. 

We  shall  never  see  the  problem  of 
communism  clearly  till  we  end  all  eco¬ 
nomic  aid. 

Let  us  resolutely  refuse  to  appropriate 
one  single  dollar  to  the  development  loan 
fund,  which  will  be  the  biggest  give¬ 
away  of  all. 

Let  us  put  the  ICA  on  notice  that  they 
must  live  on  the  2  years’  income  now  in 
their  hands. 

Let  us  close  out  the  Agency  as  of  June, 
1958,  transferring  all  its  functions  and 
its  funds  to  the  Treasury. 

Let  us  abolish  the  spending  bureauc¬ 
racy  in  the  United  States  Government, 
and  the  political  machine  it  has  built  up, 
to  keep  itself  in  power. 

Grants  for  military  assistance  will 
hold  the  line  against  communism,  while 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  with 
the  advice  of  its  citizens,  sets  to  work  to 
construct  a  genuine  American  foreign 
policy,  resting  on  our  idealistic  achieve¬ 
ments  in  politics  and  industry,  which  the 
American  people  have  always  generously 
shared  with  people  of  all  nations. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
speak  in  support  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port,  although  with  considerable  regret, 
because  it  is  some  $300  million  less  than 
the  amoimt  in  the  authorization  bill, 
which  the  Senate  passed  sometime  ago. 
I  agree  with  those  who  deplore  the  fact 
that  foreign  policy  is  being  made  in  the 
bill  and  sometimes  elsewhere  by  the 
Appropriations  Committees  of  the  House 
and  Senate. 

I  believe  that,  especially  in  the  field 
of  foreign  policy,  the  authorization  bill 
is  the  important  bill,  and  that,  once  the 
authorizations  are  established  by  the 
Congress,  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tees  of  both  Houses — unless  they  have 
new  facts  and  some  important  new  in¬ 
formation  to  consider  in  connection  with 
the  appropriation  bill — should  abide  by 
the  authorizations. 

We  are  considering  the  pending  legis¬ 
lation  at  a  very  fateful  time,  for  only 
yesterday  we  heard  the  announcement 
by  the  Soviet  Union  that  they  have 
launched  successfully  an  intercontinen¬ 
tal  ballistic  missile;  that  it  traveled  a 
long  distance,  at  a  very  great  height, 
and  hit  the  target.  It  is  a  very  vague 
announcement,  of  course,  but  we  hardly 
dare  dismiss  it  entirely,  because  we 
know  that  the  Soviet  Union  has  been 
working  on  that  type  of  missile.  It 
points  up,  therefore,  more  than  ever,  the 
need  for-  a  mutual  security  program 
which  will  enable  the  United  States  to 
maintain  in  the  various  free  countries 
bases  from  which  we  may  deal  with  the 
Commimist  threat,  if  it  should  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  do  so,  in  or  about  the  lands  in 
which  the  free  people  live. 

I  have  tried  to  examine  the  bill  from 
the  standpoint  of  my  own  State  of  Con¬ 
necticut,  as  well  as  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  United  States.  I  find  that,  if  the 
United  States  tried  to  create  by  itself 
the  defense  forces  being  established  on 
a  partnership  basis,  the  United  States 
ground  forces  alone  would  have  to  be  in¬ 
creased  from  less  than  1  million  men  in 
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uniform  today  to  almost  6  million  men; 
the  Navy  would  have  to  be  increased  to 
three  times  its  present  size;  the  Air 
Force  double  its  present  size. 

We  can  imagine  what  this  would  do 
to  United  States  families  in  the  way 
of  draft  calls  and  what  it  would  do  to 
the  United  States  taxpayers  in  the  way 
of  increased  expenses. 

The  State  of  Connecticut  has  approxi¬ 
mately  2,241,000  citizens,  who  pay  about 
$1,156,072,000  in  United  States  Federal 
taxes,  or  $516  per  citizen  . 

Connecticut  has  approximately  3,100 
citizens  drafted  each  year  for  military 
training. 

The  cost  per  United  States  citizen  for 
all  domestic  defense  is  approximately 
$220.  The  cost  per  United  States  citizen 
for  all  mutual-security  programs  is  an 
additional  10  percent,  or  $22,  of  which 
$10  is  for  economic  aid  and  $12  for  weap¬ 
ons  and  training  aids. 

What  protection  do  the  people  of  my 
State  derive  from  the  expenditures  of 
these  billions  of  dollars,  and  what  pro¬ 
tection  do  the  citizens  of  other  States 
obtain  from  such  expenditures? 

They  get  the  protection  of  allied  and 
United  States  defense  forces  all  over  the 
world.  This  kind  of  protection  has  kept 
the  Soviet  forces  behind  the  Iron  Cur¬ 
tain.  The  outward  march  of  Communist 
armies  has  been  stopped  dead  in  its 
tracks.  The  free  world  is  still  free  and 
able  to  work  out  problems  in  an  atmos¬ 
phere  of  hope  and  confidence,  instead  of 
fear. 

We  get  the  protection  of  greatly  in¬ 
creased  world  defense  strength. 

We  get  the  protection  of  United  States 
air  and  naval  bases  of  the  greatest  stra¬ 
tegic  importance  at  many  spots  around 
the  world. 

Mr.  President,  with  our  partners,  we 
have  put  together  a  security  system 
which  is  far  more  than  simply  pieces  of 
paper.  The  mutual-security  pacts  are 
backed  by  defense  strength  actually  in 
being,  and  these  forces  are  in  process  of 
becoming  equipped  with  the  most  mod¬ 
ern  weapons  available,  weapons  which 
are  needed  in  order  to  counteract  the 
increased  firepower  of  t)ie  forces  of  the 
Soviet  bloc. 

Furthermore,  the  people  of  my  State 
and  the  people  of  the  other  States  of  the 
Nation  have  received  the  protection 
which  comes  to  the  entire  United  States 
when  countries  and  areas  important  to 
us  are  kept  out  of  unfriendly  hands. 
One  has  only  to  look  at  the  map  of  the 
world,  to  imagine  what  would  be  the 
position  of  the  free  woi’ld  today  if  there 
had  been  no  mutual-security  program 
and  if  Greece,  Iran,  the  Philippines,  and 
Vietnam,  to  name  only  a  few  countries, 
had  been  taken  behind  the  Iron  Curtain 
or  had  come  under  the  domination  and 
control  of  the  Soviets  or  the  Communist 
Chinese. 

Mr.  President,  there  was  published  this 
morning  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal  an 
editorial  entitled  “Charity  and  Security.” 
The  editorial  reads  in  part  as  follows: 

Admiral  Radford  the  other  day  offered  the 
country  grim  alternatives  if  foreign  aid  is 
substantially  curtailed:  Either  we  would 
have  to  expand  our  own  Armed  Forces  great- 
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ly,  with,  nearly  every  able -bodied  man  of 
military  age  spending  several  years  In  serv¬ 
ice  abroad,  or  we  would  have  to  withdraw 
into  a  fortress  America. 

The  editorial  further  states : 

This  newspaper  does  not  accept  the  valid¬ 
ity  of  these  alternatives.  There  Is  another 
one,  and  the  only  correct  one.  That  is  that 
our  allies.  In  their  own  self-interest,  make 
the  necessary  contribution  to  the  joint  de¬ 
fense  out  of  their  own  resources.  If  they 
are  economically  incapable  of  making  a  suffi¬ 
cient  effort,  then  their  military  value  is 
diminished  In  any  case.  If  they  are  unwill¬ 
ing  to  do  so.  then  their  reliability  as  anti¬ 
communist  allies  must  be  gravely  ques¬ 
tioned. 

Mr.  President,  I  question  very  much 
the  third  alternative  as  being  at  all  prac¬ 
tical.  Are  these  allies  able  to  maintain 
and  equip  the  vast  ring  of  airbases  which 
constitute  one  of  the  primary  elements 
of  defense  in  the  NATO  organization? 
Can  they  provide  the  necessary  imple¬ 
ments  of  war?  The  evidence  indicates 
that  they  cannot.  If  they  had  not  re¬ 
ceived  our  aid,  which  will  continue  to 
come  to  them  under  this  military-assist¬ 
ance  program,  many  of  them  would,  of 
necessity,  have  fallen  long  ago;  and 
heaven  only  knows  where  that  would 
have  left  the  United  States  and  the  other 
nations  of  the  free  world. 

One  wonders  how  long  Korea  could 
have  opposed  the  Communist  forces 
without  the  aid  provided  by  means  of 
this  program.  One  wonders  what  would 
have  happened  to  Formosa,  Vietnam, 
and  the  Philippines,  in  the  absence  of 
this  program. 

What  would  be  the  defense  costs  to 
the  United  States  if  the  mutual  security 
program  were  eliminated?  One  cannot 
answer  this  question  directly.  Who  can 
say  precisely  what  it  would  cost  the 
United  States  to  have  in  its  Armed 
Forces  6  million  meri,  instead  of  1  mil- 
hon  men,  or  to  have  2,500  combatant 
naval  vessels,  rather  than  the  1,000  we 
now  have;  or  to  double  the  number  of 
the  aircraft  of  our  Air  Force?  Should 
such  vast  United  States  forces  be  scat¬ 
tered  all  over  the  world,  as  would  have 
to  be  done  in  order  to  provide  the  same 
protection  we  are  receiving  now,  enor¬ 
mous  expense  to  us  would  be  involved. 
No  one  can  predict  the  cost  of  such  an 
operation;  but  it  seems  safe  to  say  that 
the  cost  would  be  at  least  3  or  4 
times  the  present  cost  of  the  domestic 
defense  of  the  United  States.  With  our 
defense  expenditures  today  running  ap¬ 
proximately  $40  billion  a  year  overall, 
the  cost  of  defense  to  the  United  States 
would  thus  jump  from  approximately 
10  percent  of  our  gross  national  product 
to  30  or  40  percent,  and  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  taxation  and  borrowing  would 
have  to  rise  accordingly.  In  such  a 
situation,  virtually  full  mobilization  and 
control  of  the  coimtry’s  economic  life 
would  be  necessary.  Neither  my  State 
of  Connecticut  nor  any  other  State  of 
the  United  States  could  escape  those 
circumstances. 

Mr.  President,  in  recent  years  the 
United  States  has  spent  a  little  more 
than  $4  billion  annually  on  aid  to  our 
allies  and  other  friendly  nations,  chiefly 
imder  the  mutual  security  program. 
This  has  amounted  to  somewhat  more 


than  1  percent  of  the  gross  national 
product,  approximately  6.5  percent  of 
the  total  United  States  Government  ex¬ 
penditures,  or  approximately  10  percent 
of  the  expenditures  for  national  secu¬ 
rity.  It  has  been  estimated  that  in  re¬ 
cent  years  approximately  600,000  jobs  in 
the  United  States  have  been  directly  at¬ 
tributable  to  the  expenditure  of  foreign- 
aid  funds,  and  it  is  estimated  that  ap¬ 
proximately  10,000  of  those  have  been 
in  Connecticut. 

The  burden  of  the  mutual  security 
program  on  the  United  States  taxpayer 
is  an  alternative  to  the  much  greater 
cost  of  providing  our  military  protection 
entirely  from  United  States  resources 
and  United  States  bases. 

Mr.  President,  in  conclusion,  I  should 
like  to  say  that  I'think  when  one  reads 
the  evidence  in  connection  with  this  bill, 
one  must  give  weight  to  the  opinions  of 
such  men  as  Admiral  Radford,  who  re¬ 
cently  retired  as  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  who  already  today  has 
been  quoted  on  this  floor.  He  is  one  of 
the  great  citizens  of  the  world.  He  knows 
the  world  and  world  conditions  and 
world  personalities  perhaps  as  well  as 
does  any  other  living  American.  He  says 
that  if  this  bill  is  not  kept  intact,  the 
results  for  the  United  States  and  for  the 
rest  of  the  free  world  might  be  cata¬ 
strophic.  He  is  deeply  distressed  that 
the  bill  has  been  cut  below  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  figures  previously  approved  by  the 
Congress. 

The  President  of  the  United  States 
considers  this  bill  as  being  one  of  the 
most  vital,  if  not  the  most  vital,  of  all 
the  bills  which  have  come  before  the 
Congress  this  year. 

Furthermore,  in  the  remarkably  fine 
Foreign  Service  of  the  United  States, 
where  we  have  many  able  career  diplo¬ 
mats,  we  find  that,  almost  to  a  man,  they 
.favor  this  program. 

So,  Mr.  President,  T  hope  that  all 
'amendments  to  cut  mutual  security  ap¬ 
propriations  below  what  already  is  too 
small  a  minimum  will  be  defeated,  and 
that  the  bill  wilit  be  passed. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  GREEN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
express  my  disappointment  in  the  mu¬ 
tual  security  appropriations  bill  which 
has  been  reported  to  the  Senate  by  its 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Only  3  weeks  ago  the  Senate  agreed  to 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  author¬ 
izing  mutual-security  appropriations. 
That  bill  authorized  a  total  of  $3,367,- 
033,000  in  new  appropriations  for  the 
mutual  security  program.  At  that  time  I 
expressed  my  regret  that  the  conference 
figure  was  not  higher;  but  I  urged  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  bill  as  being,  in  the  circum¬ 
stances,  the  best  the  Senate  could  hope 
to  obtain. 

Mr.  President,  today  we  have  before  us 
a  mutual  security  appropriation  bill 
which  makes  available  $3,025,660,000  in 
new  funds  for  the  mutual  security  pro¬ 
gram.  This  sum  is  $308,750,000  less  than 
the  President  requested,  pursuant  to  the 
authorization  bill  to  which  I  have  just 
referred. 

It  is  true  that  the  pending  appropria¬ 
tions  bill  provides  $500,900,000  more  than 
was  provided  in  the  House  version  of  the 


bill.  That  is  something  to  be  grateful 
for.  Nevertheless,  in  my  judgment,  the 
total  appropriations  provided  in  this  bill 
are  still  too  low  for  safety.  I  believe  the 
Senate  would  be  taking  an  unwise  step 
if  further  reductions  were  made. 

In  my  opinion,  Mr.  President,  the 
Congress  is  acting  emotionally,  rather 
than  intelligently,  on  the  question  of 
foreign-aid  appropriations.  Let  me  give 
two  reasons  for  holding  this  opinion. 
My  first  reason  is  that  the  Congress  is 
not  doing  what  our  careful  studies  of 
foreign  aid  led  us  to  conclude  we  should 
do.  Senators  will  recall  that  last  year 
we  were  concerned  about  whether  we 
were  following  the  right  policies  with  re¬ 
spect  to  foreign  aid.  For  that  reason, 
the  Senate  established  the, special  Com¬ 
mittee  To  Study  the  Foreign  Aid  Pro¬ 
gram.  That  group  was  composed  of  the 
entire  membership  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations,  plus  the  2  ranking 
members  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  and  the  2  ranking  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Ai-med  Services.  As  is 
well  known,  this  group,  of  which  I  had 
the  honor  to  act  as  chairman,  conducted 
extensive  studies  and  surveys  of  the  for¬ 
eign-aid  program.  The  unanimous  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  special  committee  was 
that  the  mutual-security  program  had 
served  the  United  States  well  in  the  past, 
and  that  in  the  national  interest  it  was 
necessary  to  continue  the  program.  Al¬ 
though  other  comitries  benefit  from  the 
program,  the  United  States  itself  also 
benefits,  both  directly  and  indirectly. 
The  committee  especially  recommended 
that  the  United  States  embark  on  a 
long-range  program  of  furnishing  eco¬ 
nomic  development  assistance  to  under¬ 
developed  areas  of  the  world  on  a  loan 
basis. 

The  special  Senate  committee  was  not 
alone  in  reaching  these  conclusions 
about  the  future  course  which  our  for¬ 
eign-aid  policy  should  take.  Several 
other  important  qualified  groups,  both 
inside  and  outside  the  Government, 
came  to  the  same  general  conclusions. 

On  the  basis  of  intelligent  action, 
then,  the  Congress  knows  what  it  should 
do.  Unfortunately,  we  have  not  followed 
through.  Consider  the  development  loan 
fimd,  for  example.  '  The  committee  rec¬ 
ommended — and  the  Senate  approved- 
establishing  on  a  3-year  basis,  a  devel¬ 
opment  loan  fund  having  a  total  capi¬ 
talization  of  $2  billion,  to  be  built  up 
gradually  over  a  3-year  period.  How¬ 
ever,  in  the  authorization  bill  which  has 
just  become  law,  this  development  loan 
fund  was  severely  cut;  and  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $500  million  was  authorized 
for  the  first  year,  with  an  appropriation 
of  $625  million  authorized  for  the  second 
year.  But  what  appropriations  are  now 
proposed?  The  House  version  of  the 
bill  would  appropriate,  not  $500  million, 
but  only  $300  million  for  the  first  year’s 
increment  of  the  development  loan  fund. 
The  bill  as  reported  from  the  Senate 
committee  raises  that  figure  to  $400  mil¬ 
lion,  but  that  is  still  $100  million  below 
what  is  authorized.  In  short,  although 
we  have  decided  in  the  Senate  that  it 
would  be  wise  to  establish  a  development 
loan  fund  with  adequate  capital,  our 
emotional  reaction  to  the  world  situa- 
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tion  will  not  permit  us  to  appropriate 
more  than  $400  million,  and  even  that 
figure  will  probably  be  compromised  and 
reduced  in  the  House. 

Mr.  President,  my  second  reason  for 
saying  that  the  Congress  is  acting  emo¬ 
tionally  on  this  issue  is  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  lags  behind  the  country  in  its  esti¬ 
mate  of  what  is  wise  policy.  The  Con¬ 
gress  is  more  isolationist  than  is  the 
country.  All  the  public-opinion  polls, 
all  the  studies,  all  the  surveys,  are  uni¬ 
form  in  their  conclusions  that  a  substan¬ 
tial  majority  of  the  voters  fully  support 
the  mutual  security  program.  This  solid 
factual  information,  however,  is  insufB- 
cient  to  prevent  many  Members  of  the 
Congress  from  picking  up  the  first  hostile 
letter  about  foreign  aid  and  rushing  forth 
and  saying  that  the  voters  will  not  stand 
for  any  more  of  it.  The  voters  will  stand 
for  it,  Mr.  President.  Most  voters  are 
more  mature  on  this  issue  than  most 
Members  of  the  Congress  give  them 
credit  for  being. 

As  we  look  back  through  the  history  of 
the  rise  and  fall  of  great  civilizations,  we 
find  many  reasons  why  civilizations  fall. 
We  find  time^  after  time,  however,  that 
when  countries  grow  rich  and  powerful 
they  also  grow  fat  and  lazy.  Countries 
tend  to  become  fond  of  their  comforts 
and  indifferent  to  suffering  and  dissatis¬ 
faction  around  them  in  the  world.  They 
become  complacent  and  unwilling  to 
make  sacrifices.  Countries  tend  to  let 
down  their  defenses.  They  tend  to  drop 
their  guard. 

I  do  not  say,  Mr.  President,  that  Amer¬ 
ica  has  reached  this  unhappy  state  as 
yet.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  the  action 
which  the  Congress  is  now  asked  to  take 
on  this  mutual-security  appropriation 
bill  is  a  bad  sign.  In  spite  of  the  fact 
that  we  know  in  our  minds  that  we 
should  appropriate  more  for  the  mutual- 
security  program,  and  in  spite  of  the 
fact  that  all  of  our  careful  studies  tell 
us  this,  we  cannot  quite  bring  ourselves 
to  appropriate  the  amount  of  funds 
which  will  make  the  program  really 
effective. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  vote  for  H.  R. 
9302  as  it  has  been  reported  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  from  the  Committee  on  Appropri¬ 
ations.  I  am  disappointed  in  the  bill, 
but  I  regret  to  say  that  it  is  probably  the 
best  we  can  hope  for  now. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GREEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREIY.  First  of  all,  I  wish 
to  say  to  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  that 
the  statement  he  has  made  relating  to 
his  support  of  the  bill  is  one  which,  as 
one  member  of  the  committee,  and  one 
who  is  devoted  to  the  chairman,  I  fully 
support.  I  recognize  that  the  appropri¬ 
ation  does  not  go  as  far  as  the  authori¬ 
zation  does.  As  the  Senator  well  knows, 
we  on  the  Senate  side  were  somewhat 
disappointed  with  some  of  the  compro¬ 
mises  we  had  to  make  in  order  to  get  an 
authorization  bill,  but  we  did  what  we 
thought  was  best  under  the  circum¬ 
stances. 

One  part  of  the  bill  to  which  I  wish 
^  call  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  relates  to  the  malaria- 


eradication  program.  As  I  understand, 
the  Appropriations  Committee  view  on 
the  malaria-eradication  program  ap¬ 
pears  on  page  6  of  the  report,  which 
reads : 

The  authorizing  legislation  provided  that 
not  to  exceed  $23,300,000  of  the  funds  au¬ 
thorized  could  be  used  during  the  fiscal  year 
1958  for  malaria  eradication.  The  Presi¬ 
dent’s  program  submitted  to  the  Congress 
provided  $19,400,000  under  the  head,  “Spe¬ 
cial  assistance,  general”  for  malaria  eradica¬ 
tion  and  $3,900,000  under  the  head  of  “Tech¬ 
nical  cooperation”  for  the  total  of  $23,- 
300,000. 

The  committee  recommends  that  within 
the  sums  allowed  a  total  of  $23,300,000  be 
used  for  malaria  "eradication. 

With  that  statement  as  the  back¬ 
ground,  I  should  like  to  inquire  of  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  first,  whether  the  language  of  the 
authorization  act  excludes  the  granting 
of  loans  from  the  Development  Loan 
Fund  for  malaria-eradication  purposes, 
and,  secondly,  whether  such  loans,  if  it 
is  legislatively  permissible  to  grant  them, 
must  be  within  the  $23,300,000  ceiling 
for  this  item. 

I  have  discussed  this  matter  privately 
with  the  Senator.  I  was  hopeful  the 
Senator  might  be  able  to  give  us  a  defini¬ 
tive  statement  as  he  sees  it,  as  chairman 
of  the  committee. 

Mr.  GREEN.  I  have  thought  this 
matter  over,  as  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  has  suggested.  My  answer  is 
this;  The  present  language  of  section  420 
may  indeed  be  subject  to  more  than  one 
interpretation.  I  believe  it  was  not  the 
sense  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Commit¬ 
tee  nor,  I  believe,  of  the  conferees,  to  ex¬ 
clude  consideration  of  sound  requests  for 
loans  for  malaria  eradication  purposes 
under  title  II  of  the  act.  I  interpret  the 
last  sentence  of  section  420  to  place  a 
ceiling  of  $23.3  million  on  the  funds  to 
be  expended  for  this  purpose  from  all 
portions  of  the  act  other  than  from  title 
I,  chapter  1  and  title  II.  It  is,  of  course, 
hardly  likely  that  title  I,  chapter  1  funds, 
which  are  military  funds,  would  be  used 
for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  To  summarize  the 
matter  as  we  see  it,  title  I,  chapter  1 
funds,  as  the  chairman  has  said,  are  mil¬ 
itary  funds,  so  obviously  they  would  not 
be  available  for  the  malaria  eradication 
program.  Title  II  funds  are  loan  devel¬ 
opment  funds,  and  therefore  it  may  be 
possible,  within  the  legislative  intent  of 
the  Congress,  under  title  II,  if  addi¬ 
tional  funds  are  needed  on  a  loan  basis — 
not  on  a  grant  basis,  but  on  a  loan 
basis — to  obtain  such  funds. 

Mr.  GREEN.  There  is  involved  the 
construction  of  ambiguous  phraseology. 
With  that  statement  in  mind  I  think  the 
funds  could  be  obtained. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GREEN.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  like  to  say  to 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  that  I 
have  devoted  much  thought  to  the  pro¬ 
posal  which  has  been  made  to  add  to  the 
malaria  control  funds.  It  seems  to  me 
that  is  one  of  the  most  worthwhile  proj¬ 
ects  in  which  we  can  engage.  However, 
with  this  progi-am,  and  with  the  appro¬ 


priation  of  $23.5  million,  which  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  is  required  to  meet  the  rock- 
bottom  needs,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
program  could  be  put  into  effect.  Then 
if  it  should  develop  that  the  money  was 
not  suflBcient  to  meet  the  needs,  I,  for 
one,  would  be  in  favor  of  making  foreign 
currency  available  to  supplement  the 
appropriation  in  those  countries  whose 
currency  could  be  used  for  that  purpose. 
I  think  we  should  watch  this  program 
carefully  and  review  it  the  early  part  of 
next  session,  because  we  certainly  want 
to  do  all  we  can  to  stamp  out  malaria. 

Mr.  GREEN.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
think  he  has  made  .  a  very  valuable 
suggestion. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GREEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  As  a  member 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee,  I  may 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  that 
when  the  subject  was  before  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  in  connection  with 
the  appropriations  bill,  but  not  the  au¬ 
thorization  bill,  it  was  my  belief  that  not 
only  could  defense  support  funds  and 
technical  assistance  funds  be  used,  but 
also  special  assistance  funds,  which  the 
President  may  use  for  any  purpose  he 
desires.  It  is  my  understanding — and 
the  junior  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  is 
on  his  feet  and  is  familiar  with  this  sub¬ 
ject — that  some  of  the  $100  million  of 
the  President’s  special  assistance  fund 
was  planned  ,to  be  used  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.  So,  regardless  of  what  the  au¬ 
thorization  bill  provides,  it  would  not, 
in  my  opinion,  cover  the  special  assist¬ 
ance  fund,  which  can  be  spent  com¬ 
pletely  at  the  President’s  discretion. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wish  to  thank 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  for  that 
observation,  and  I  concur  in  it.  As  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  has  said,  there 
are  substantial  amounts  of  foreign  cur¬ 
rency  available  which  would  be  eligible 
for  loan  pui-poses,  as  well  as  funds  under 
the  loan  development  fund,  to  fight  a 
battle  for  the  health  of  the  world  by 
eradicating  malaria,  which  is  one  of  the 
great  scourges  of  mankind.  It  seems  to 
me  we  ought  to  have  the  broadest  con¬ 
struction  of  the  authorization  lan¬ 
guage — that  it  means  what  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  and  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  have  indicated  by  their 
questions  and  comments. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  do  not  want 
to  mislead  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
or  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island;  but, 
from  the  discussions  in  the  committee, 

I  had  pretty  much  the  opinion  that 
counterpart  funds  which  were  available 
and  free  were  planned  to  be  used  in  the 
program.  Whether  some  of  those  cur¬ 
rencies  have  been  planned  for  use  in  ma¬ 
laria-eradication  work  I  cannot  say. 
That  subject  did  not  come  up  in  detail, 
except  that  it  was  pointed  out  the  for¬ 
eign  currencies  which  were  available 
had  been  pretty  well  progi’amed. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  will  yield  further,  I  should 
like  to  state  it  is  my  feeling  that  after 
the  program  is  put  into  effect  if  it  should 
develop  it  is  inadequate  and  that  title  I 
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funds  are  not  available,  then  when  the 
next  session  convenes  we  should  take 
steps  to  make  the  foreign  currency  avail¬ 
able  in  those  countries  where  we  have  the 
use  of  such  currency,  to  insure  the  ade¬ 
quacy  of  the  antimalaria  program. 

Mr.  GREEN.  That  effort  might  be 
made. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes.  If  the  law  is  not 
interpreted  as  some  think  it  should  be 
interpreted,  to  permit  the  use  of  title  I 
funds,  then  we  should  make  the  foreign 
currencies  available. 

Mr.  STENNIS  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  very  grateful 
to  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  for  yield¬ 
ing,  because  this  relates  to  the  item 
under  discussion. 

MALARIA  eradication  AUTHORIZATION  AND 
Xppropriations 

In  connection  with  the  item  on  malaria 
eradication,  a  legal  question  has  arisen 
since  the  enactment  of  the  Mutual  Se¬ 
curity  Authorizing  Act,  too  late  for  in¬ 
terpretation  in  the  House  or  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Appropriations  Committee.  I  am  in¬ 
formed  that  it  is  very  vital  that  the 
proper  interpretation  of  the  language  of 
the  last  sentence  in  section  420  be  estab¬ 
lished  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  to  make 
clear  what  was  apparently  a  unanimous 
intention  of  the  conferees  on  the  au¬ 
thorizing  bill:  That  the  $23,300,000  men¬ 
tioned  would  be  a  limitation  upon  the 
grants  that  might  be  made  under  the 
act  from  defense  support,  bilateral  tech¬ 
nical  assistance,  and  special  assistance, 
general. 

As  proposed  by  the  executive  branch, 
the  last  sentence  read  “Funds  made 
available  pursuant  to  authorizations 
contained  in  this  Act,”  etc.  The  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  feeling 
this  language  was  too  broad,  asked  ICA 
to  provide  a  definite,  illustrative  figure. 
It  was  pointed  out  that  the  $23.3  million 
was  the  amount  programed,  and  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  inserted 
the  words  “not  to  exceed”  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  sentence. 

When  the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  realized  the  legal  implications  of 
this  language,  which,  because  this  was 
not  a  separately  authorized  item,  would 
not  permit  its  augmentation  by  20  per¬ 
cent,  if  necessary,  as  other  separately 
authorized  items  are  permitted  to  bene¬ 
fit  from  section  501,  they  sought  to  in¬ 
sert  substitute  language  for  this  sen¬ 
tence;  but  by  an  inadvertent  error  on 
the  part  of  the  committee  staff  the  whole 
sentence  was  stricken.  The  committee 
made  no  effort  to  correct  the  language 
on  the  floor  of  the  House,  with  the  in¬ 
tention  of  correcting  it  in  conference. 
The  question  was  raised  in  conference 
by  Representative  Judd,  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  and 
others,  and  in  spite  of  the  unanimous 
sentiment  of  the  conferees  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  be  improved,  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  was  faced  with  a  possible  point 
of  order  on  the  House  floor  against  the 
entire  conference  report,  if  substitute 
language  were  adopted,  since  the  House 
rules  do  not  permit  a  third  alternative 


in  language  in  addition  to  the  alter¬ 
natives  of  the  House  and  Senate  lan¬ 
guage. 

The  existing  language  can  be  inter¬ 
preted  in  either  of  two  ways: 

First.  That  the  limitation  “not  to  ex¬ 
ceed”  would  apply  to  all  portions  of  the 
act  other  than  title  I,  chapter  I,  and 
title  II ;  or 

Second.  The  limitation  of  $23.3  mil¬ 
lion  would  represent  a  ceiling  for  all  ex¬ 
penditure  of  mutual  security  funds  from 
any  source  within  the  mutual-security 
program. 

I  submit  it  was  the  general  under¬ 
standing  of  the  Congress  that  the  ceil¬ 
ing  imposed  was  a  ceiling  on  grants  and 
not  intended  to  exclude  the  use  of  title 
II  for  supplementing  this  illustrative 
figure,  if,  upon  application  by  a  foreign 
government,  the  ICA  found  it  desirable 
to  grant  loan  requests  for  this  purpose. 

It  is  most  important  to  the  program  to 
establish  the  sense  of  the  Congress  along 
the  lines  of  alternative  one,  namely,  that 
the  malaria -eradication  program  can 
be  expanded  or  developed  over  and  be¬ 
yond  the  $23,300,000  by  the  use  of  loans 
under  title  II,  or  from  the  President’s 
special  fund.  Also  funds  in  the  form 
of  local  currencies,  resulting  from  sale 
of  agricultural  commodities  under  the 
terms  of  Public  Law  480,  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  use  to  implement  the  malaria - 
eradication  program.  The  figure  of  $23,- 
300,000  refers  to  dollars  grants — not 
loans  under  title  II  or  Public  Law  480 
currencies. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
statement  by  Dr.  Eugene  P.  Campbell, 
Acting  Chief,  Public  Health  Division  of 
the  International  Cooperation  Admin¬ 
istration  on  Malaria  Eradication,  along 
with  excepts  from  the  statement  of 
Charles  L.  Williams,  Jr.,  made  at  the 
time  of  presentation  of  this  particular 
budget  item  on  malaria  eradication, 
setting  forth  the  malaria-eradication 
program  as  presented  by  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Cooperation  Administration  to  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 
as  v/ell  as  a  summary  of  the  malaria- 
eradication  program. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Statement  by  Eugene  P.  Campbell,  M.  D., 
Acting  Chief,  Public  Health  Division,  In¬ 
ternational  Cooperation  Administration, 
ON  Malaria  Eradication,  Before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Appropriations  Committee 
Senator  Carl  Hayden  posed  the  follow¬ 
ing  question,  and  asked  Dr.  Campbell  to 
prepare  an  answer,  and  to  testify  before 
the  committee; 

“What  is  the  possibility  of  using  counter¬ 
part  funds,  especially  Public  Law  480  funds, 
in  the  prosecution  of  the  malaria  eradication 
project? 

“Mr.  Chairman,  the  answer  Is  the  Public 
Law  480  funds  can  be  used  and  to  the  best 
of  our  judgment  we  have  planned  for  their 
use  to  the  maximum  extent. 

“There  remains,  however,  the  need  for  the 
use  of  23.3  million  dollars  for  insecticides, 
house  spraying  equipment,  some  automobile 
equipment  and  some  expert  technical  advice, 
items  which  cannot  be  purchased  with  local 
currency. 

“To  give  a  more  complete  answer  to  this 
question,  we  should  like  to  insert  into  the 
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record  a  full  description  of  this  project,  as 
well  as  a  short  summary  statement  prepared 
for  this  committee  by  Dr.  Charles  L.  Wil¬ 
liams,  Jr.,  in  my  absence. 

“The  studies  for  this  project  necessitated 
making  contact  with  the  proper  authorities 
in  more  than  60  countries,  as  well  as  the 
staffs  of  such  international  organizations  as 
the  Pan-American  Sanitary  Bureau,  World 
Health  Organization,  and  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  Children’s  Fund.  These  contacts  have 
been  maintained  throughout  this  study 
period,  in  order  to  make  certain  the  nature 
and  amounts  of  the  resources  needed  to 
achieve  success  in  this  project. 

“It  quickly  became  evident  that,  although 
88  member  nations  of  the  WHO  ratified  the 
resolution  of  1955  to  eradicate  malaria,  suc¬ 
cess  cannot  be  achieved  unless  this  Govern¬ 
ment  makes  a  substantial  and  effective  con¬ 
tribution. 

“We  find  In  the  lesser  developed  countries, 
where  malaria  is  most  prevalent,  that  the 
governments  of  these  countries  are  able  to 
contribute  local  funds  to  cover  the  cost  of 
labor,  local  administration,  and  other  mis¬ 
cellaneous  costs. 

“These  same  lesser  developed  countries  do 
not  manufacture  insecticides,  house  spray¬ 
ing  equipment  nor  automotive  machinery, 
and  are  not  able  to  supply  the  dollars  to 
procure  these  manufactured  products,  which 
one  finds  mainly  produced  in  this  country. 
They  cannot  be  purchased  with  Public  Law 
480  currency,  it  takes  dollars.  Our  contri¬ 
bution  of  these  dollars  is  extremely  impor¬ 
tant  and  essential  to  success.  Making  avail¬ 
able  larger  amounts  of  local  currency  will 
not  decrease  the  need  for  dollars.  A  few 
illustrative  examples  of  unit  cost  data  are 
given  in  exhibit  I  of  Dr.  Williams'  summary 
statement. 

“There  are  a  few  countries,  such  as  Bo¬ 
livia,  Pakistan,  Laos,  and  India  where  there 
will  be  a  need  for  additional  local  currency. 
This  local  currency  can  be  provided  and  we 
have  planned  for  some  to  be  provided 
through  the  operations  of  Public  Law  480. 
You  will  see  in  the  full  description  of  this 
project,  beginning  on  page  123  of  the  pres¬ 
entation  book  with  the  heading  “The  Fiscal 
Year  1958  Program,”  a  statement  regarding 
the  financial  aspects  of  this  project.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  in  table  2,  on  page  132,  under  “Loan 
Capital,”  you  will  note  that  $12.9  million 
equivalents,  or  approximately  10  percent  of 
the  first  year’s  worldwide  needs,  would  come 
from  Public  Law  480  loan  capital. 

“The  $23.3  million  is  a  bedrock  figure  for 
the  dollar  needs  of  the  program.  From 
a  total  of  more  than  $44.0  million  in  valid 
requests  for  the  first  year  of  operations,  we 
have  sheared  the  amount  down  to  $23.3 
million  for  a  variety  of  reasons;  such  as: 
Inadequate  local  administrative  machinery 
to  carry  out  the  program:  first-year  limita¬ 
tions  on  the  availability  of  trained  person¬ 
nel;  tolling-up  time;  the  ability  of  our  own 
manufacturers  to  meet  peak  requests,  etc. 

“We  are  confident  that  we  have  presented 
a  solid  rock-bottom  proposal  which  makes 
sense  administratively,  technically  and  fi¬ 
nancially.  There  is  an  element  of  urgency 
in  this  matter  due  to  the  fact  that  mos¬ 
quitoes  are  developing  resistance  to  insecti¬ 
cides  in  some  areas.  If,  through  lack  of 
dollar  funds,  we  are  required  to  move  too 
slowly  with  this  project,  a  serious  resistance 
problem  is  certain  to  develop  and  eradica¬ 
tion  may  become  economically  Impossible. 
As  a  public  health  physician,  I  should  like 
to  express  my  feelings  and  those  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  that  it  will  cause  us  deep  and  seri¬ 
ous  concern  and  possibly  may  cause  irrepa¬ 
rable  damage  to  this  great  project  if  sufficient 
funds  are  not  provided  under  special  as¬ 
sistance  so  that  the  full  amount  of  $23.3 
million  can  be  made  available  to  carry  out 
this  most  important  program.” 
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Excerpts  From  a  Statement  by  Charles  L. 
Williams,  Jr..  M.  D.,  Acting  Chief,  Public 
Health  Division,  International  Coopera¬ 
tion  Administration,  on  Malaria  Eradica¬ 
tion.  Before  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee 

Malaria  Is  the  world’s  greatest  health 
problem,  attacking  more  than  200  million 
persons  a  year  in  some  60  countries  and. 
territories  of  the  world,  and  is  responsible 
for  killing  more  than  2  million  people — 
equivalent  to  destroying  a  city  the  size  of 
San  Francisco  yearly.  It  is  a  main  cause  of 
chronic  anemia,  physical  disability,  and 
mental  lethargy,  resulting  in  low  productive 
capacity  of  labor  and  retarded  economic 
development. 

The  United  States,  through  the  bilateral 
programs  of  the  International  Cooperation 
Administration  and  its  predecessor  organi¬ 
zations.  has  been  engaged  in  an  attempt  to 
control  and  minimize  this  disease  in  some 
areas  of  the  world  for  14  years.  Now,  for 
the  first  time,  with  the  discovery  of  insec¬ 
ticides  such  as  DDT  and  dieldrin  and  the 
perfection  in  house  spraying  in  malarious 
areas,  the  opportunity  presents  itself  of 
eradicating  rather  than  merely  controlling 
this  disease.  The  feasibility  of  eradication 
has  been  definitely  established  by  the  suc¬ 
cess  of  the  programs  to  eradicate  malaria 
which  have  been  carried  out  in  the  United 
States,  Venezuela,  Puerto  Rico,  Italy,  and 
other  countries. 

As  long  ago  as  1955,  a  proposal  to  attack 
and  eradicate  the  disease  on  a  worldwide 
basis  was  advanced  in  the  World  Health 
Organization  Assembly  in  Mexico  City  and 
was  subscribed  to  by  all  the  member  na¬ 
tions,  Including  the  United  States.  During 
the  last  2  years,  however,  studies  have  indi¬ 
cated  an  increasing  resistance  of  the  ma¬ 
laria-carrying  mosquitoes  to  the  new  insec¬ 
ticides  which  means  that  we  must  move 
Immediately  in  a  major  effort  if  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  is  not  to  be  lost.  Active  research  is 
underway  by  many  interested  manufac¬ 
turers  to  discover  new  and  more  efficient 
insecticides,  but  the  results  of  this  research 
are  little  more  than  hopes  at  this  time. 

In  1956,  a  detailed  study  and  analysis  of 
eradication  was  made  by  the  International 
Development  Advisory  Board,  utilizing  the 
services  of  America’s  top  malariologists. 
The  recommendations  contained  in  their  re¬ 
port  are  in  essence  that  the  United  States 
Government  through  the  ICA  embark  on  an 
expanded  program  of  malaria  eradication 
over  the  next  5  years  in  collaboration  with 
the  various  international  organizations  al¬ 
ready  engaged  in  this  activity. 

The  International  Cooperation  Adminis¬ 
tration  has  made  an  intensive  and  extensive 
study  of  malaria  eradication  and  finds  that 
it  is  technically  and  administratively  feasi¬ 
ble  to  achieve  this  goal.  A  proposal  has  been 
developed  which  outlines  the  salient  techni¬ 
cal  features,  points  out  the  legal  necessities 
and  estimates  the  funds  needed  over  a  5- 
year  period  of  United  States  participation. 
If  there  is  no  objection,  we  should  like  to 
include  in  the  record  the  full  description  of 
this  program  as  it  appears  in  the  nonre- 
gional  presentation  volume,  pages  119-132. 

Aside  from  purely  technical  considerations, 
three  important  conditions  must  be  met  if 
success  is  to  be  achieved : 

1.  The  program  must  be  truly  interregion¬ 
al  as  well  as  intrareglonal  for  the  malaria- 
carrying  mosquito  recognizes  no  political 
boundaries.  Fortunately,  the  international 
organizations  such  as  the  World  Health  Or¬ 
ganization  and  the  Pan  American  Sanitary 
Organization  have  effective  collaboration 
with  governments  in  areas  where  ICA  pro¬ 
grams  do  not  exist. 


2.  The  program  once  begun  must  be  car¬ 
ried  through  to  its  completion.  Eradication 
is  an  all-or-nothing  matter. 

3.  'The  program  will  succeed  only  through 
a  major  concentrated  effort  within  the  mini¬ 
mum  time  limit  in  which  the  United  States 
Joins  its  resources  and  technical  competence 
with  other  nations  and  international  organ¬ 
izations  in  a  carefully  coordinated  single  and, 
at  the  same  time.  Joint  attack  on  this 
scourge. 

For  practical  purposes,  the  5-year  target 
for  malaria  eradication  is  sound  and,  on  the 
basis  of  our  best  estimates,  the  total  cost — 
excluding  Africa  south  of  the  Sahara  and 
1  or  2  other  inaccessible  places — will  be  ap¬ 
proximately  $515  million  over  a  5-year  period. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  governments  of 
the  malarious  countries  will  spend  the 
equivalent  of  approximately  $364  million 
from  their  own  resources.  The  World  Health 
Organization,  the  United  Nations  Childrens’ 
Fund,  and  the  Pan  American  Sanitary  Organ¬ 
ization  will  be  able  to  spend  approximately 
$42  million.  We  are  proposing  that  the 
United  States  be  prepared  to  provide  the 
balance  of  up  to  $108  million  which  will  be 
required  to  do  the  Job  and  which  must  be 
forthcoming  from  other  than  the  above  listed 
sources.  (See  table  1.) 

For  fiscal  year  1958,  the  first  year  of  the 
5-year  program,  we  are  requesting  $23.3  mil¬ 
lion  for  malaria  eradication  purposes  includ¬ 
ing  the  conversion  of  present  control  pro¬ 
grams  to  eradication,  the  institution  of  new 
bilateral  programs,  and  appropriate  contri¬ 
butions  to  the  eradication  activities  of  the 
international  organizations,  WHO  and  PASO. 

The  specific  amounts  to  be  requested  in 
future  years  will  depend  in  each  Instance  on 
annual  assessments  of  accomplishments  to 
date.  It  should  be  noted  at  this  point  that 
malaria  eradication  is  more  costly  in  the 
short  run  than  malaria-control  programs 
which  have  averaged  something  over'  $10 
million  annually  for  the  last  several  years. 
In  the  long  run,  however,  the  advantages  of 
eradication  from  a  financial  point  of  view 
are  obvious  when  compared  with  the  in¬ 
definitely  continuing  cost  of  control.  Some 
illustrative  unit  cost  information  is  attached 
as  exhibit  I. 

Personal  requirements  for  this  program 
have  been  carefully  studied.  We  now  have 
19  trained  technicians  working  in  13  coun¬ 
tries  and  1  working  in  Washington.  We 
estimate  it  will  be  necessary  to  increase  this 
number  to  approximately  40  to  work  in  24 
countries  during  the  peak  year  of  activity, 
1960  or  1961.  It  will  also  be  necessary  to 
employ  four  persons  in  Washington. 

As  we  achieve  eradication  in  various  coun¬ 
tries  and  the  host  country  nationals  can 
assume  all  the  continuing  responsibilities, 
certain  of  the  Americans  will  either  be  moved 
to  other  areas  or  be  returned  to  the  United 
States  and  to  their  former  occupations.  The 
grades  for  these  technicians  will  range  be¬ 
tween  FSR-7  through  FSR-2  with  the  great¬ 
est  need  at  the  PSR-5  level. 

This  is  a  completely  unique  moment  in  the 
history  of  man’s  attack  on  one  of  his  oldest 
and  most  powerful  disease  enemies.  Failure 
to  proceed  energetically  might  postpone  ma¬ 
laria  eradication  indefinitely.  A  strong  push 
now  would  undoubtedly  be  an  excellent  in¬ 
vestment  for  all  concerned,  including  the 
United  States.  We,  therefore,  are  requesting 
in  the  Mutual  Security  Act  for  fiscal  year 
1958  the  authority  to  utilize  funds  available 
in  the  act  in  such  amounts  and  through 
such  means  as  may  be  required  to  move  for¬ 
ward  energetically  with  this  program  in 
fiscal  year  1958. 
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Malaria  Eradication  Program 
I.  summary 
Funding 

(In  millions  of  dollars) 
special  assistance  (TITLE  IV,  SEC.  420) 


Bilateral  programs: 

India _  5.0 

Indonesia _ 3.  0 

Undistributed  by  country: 

Near  East  and  South  Asia _  2.  1 

Far  East _  .  2 

Latin  America _  2.  1 

Contributions  to  multilateral  organ¬ 
izations  : 

World  Health  Organization _  5.  0 

Pan  American  Sanitary  Organiza¬ 
tion _  2. 0 


Subtotal _  19.  4 


OTHER  PROGRAMED  SOURCES 

Near  East  and  South  Asia _  1.  8 

Far  East _  1.  8 

Latin  America _  .3 


Subtotal _  3.9 


Total  request _  23.  3 


The  program  in  brief:  ’The  following  is  a 
proposal  that  the  United  States  Government, 
through  the  International  Cooperation  Ad¬ 
ministration,  participate  in  a  5-year  world¬ 
wide  program  to  eradicate  malaria  in  collab¬ 
oration  with  the  nations  of  the  free  world 
and  the  World  Health  Organization,  the 
Pan  American  Sanitary  Organization,  and 
the  United  Nations  Childi'en’s  Fund. 

Economic  aspects:  Malaria  is  one  of  the 
greatest  deterrents  to  economic  progress,  be¬ 
ing  responsive  for  low  labor  efficiency,  high 
absentee  rates,  low  rate  of  capital  invest¬ 
ment,  low  learning  capacity,  and  neglect  of 
natural  resources. 

The  conversion  of  present  malaria  “con¬ 
trol”  programs  to  malaria  “eradication”  will 
Increase  the  per  capital  costs  during  a  5-year 
period,  but  the  savings  after  this  period  will 
more  than  pay  for  the  increase  by  making 
continued  control  expenditures  unnecessary. 

Technical  feasibility:  The  technical  prac¬ 
ticality  of  malaria  eradication  is  attested 
to  by  the  Public  Health  Division  of  ICA.  the 
United  States  Public  Health  Service,  the  In¬ 
ternational  Development  Advisory  Board,  the 
World  Health  Organization,  the  Pan  Ameri¬ 
can  Sanitary  Organization,  and  the  United 
Nations  Children’s  Fund.  Furthermore,  un¬ 
less  this  unique  opportunity  is  exploited 
without  delay  it  may  be  lost  due  to  develop¬ 
ment  by  mosquitoes  of  resistance  to  the  in¬ 
secticides  that  now  make  eradication  tech¬ 
nically  and  economically  possible. 

Political  value:  Antimalaria  work  has  re¬ 
peatedly  proved  to  be  one  of  the  most  highly 
welcomed  and  appreciated  activities  by  the 
large  numbers  of  people  benefited.  ’This  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  certain  to  win  tremendous 
numbers  of  friends  for  the  United  States  at 
all  levels. 

Program  participation:  The  actual  par¬ 
ticipation  of  more  than  than  60  free  na¬ 
tions  to  date  and  the  declared  Intentions  of 
most  nations  at  the  1955  World  Health  As¬ 
sembly  meeting  Justifies  the  anticipation 
that  other  countries  will  participate  in  the 
funding  of  this  program  on  a  basis  of  3  to  1 
or  better  in  the  next  5  years.  (See  table  2.) 

II.  NEED  FOR  THE  PROGRAM 

Malaria — Its  widespread  distribution  and 
incidence  - 

Malaria  is  the  world’s  greatest  health  prob¬ 
lem,  attacking  some  200  million  persons  in 
1955  in  135  countries  and  territories  of  the 
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■world  and  directly  Killing  »nllllon 

people.  More  Important  than  Its  relatively 
low  death  rate,  malaria  tends  to  cause 
chronic  anemia,  physical  disability,  and 
mental  lethargy. 

Malaria  is  primarily,  but  not  exclusively, 
a  rural  disease  occurring  throughout  the 
tropical  and  subtropical  areas  of  the  world 
with  varying  intensity.  Excluding  tropical 
Africa  (except  Liberia  and  Ethiopia)  618 
million  people  In  60  countries  of  the  free 
world  are  presently  living  in  malaria-infested 
areas. 

Malaria  is  an  acute  parasitic  disease  spread 
by  certain  species  of  mosquitoes  and  charac¬ 
terized  by  Intermittent  episodes  of  incapaci¬ 
tating  chills  and  fever  due  to  the  simulta¬ 
neous  rupture  of  large  numbers  of  red-blood 
cells.  Untreated,  the  initial  attack  will  burn 
itself  out  in  a  few  weeks,  but  may  leave  a  nest 
of  parasites  in  the  body,  giving  rise  to  recur¬ 
rent  acute  attacks  over  a  period  of  years. 
Except  among  primitive  peoples  subjected 
to  repeated  infections  from  birth,  no  substan¬ 
tial  immunity  is  produced.  Consequently, 
over  the  years  there  may  be  a  piling  up  of 
new  infections' upon  old,  producing  progres¬ 
sive  anemia  and  disability. 

Significant  characteristics  of  the  disease, 
therefore,  are  ( 1 )  that  it  is  easily  spread  from 
Infected  persons  to  large  numbers  of  others 
by  the  bite  of  particular  types  of  mosquito, 
(2)  that  it  has  an  incapacitating  acute  phase 
sometimes  spread  over  a  period  of  weeks, 
and  (3)  that  it  produces  progressive  anemia 
and  debility  through  recurrences  and  rein¬ 
fection. 

The  economic  significance  of  malaria:  Ma¬ 
laria  has  an  adverse  effect  on  Industry,  agri¬ 
culture,  education,  economic  development, 
private  investment  and.  Indeed,  on  almost 
every  type  of  human  activity.  No  aspect  of 
the  economic  and  social  life  of  a  malarious 
community  is  immune  to  the  effects  of  this 
disease.  It  Is  a  major  cause  of  high  medical 
costs,  low  labor  efficiency,  low  learning  ca¬ 
pacity,  high  absentee  rate,  low  rate  of  capital 
investment,  neglect  of  natural  resources. 
For  example,  the  Creole  Petroleum  Corp.  in 
■Venezuela  estimates  that  the  cost  to  the 
company  in  the  period  1940-46  from  malaria 
in  a  camp  employing  1,400  was  over  $400,000 
a  year.  In  1947,  a  DDT-spraying  program 
costing  approximately  $50,000  a  year  was 
started  and  within  2  years  malaria  virtually 
disappeared,  at  a  net  saving  of  $350,000  a 
year. 

Prior  to  malaria  eradication  in  the  United 
States  in  1946,  it  was  conservatively  esti¬ 
mated  that  this  disease  cost  the  United 
States  economy  $500  million  a  year.  'We  have 
now  been  free  from  the  economic  drain  for 
a  decade  resulting  in  a  saving  of  some  $5 
billion.  However,  malaria  is  still  costly  to 
the  United  States  and  other  nonmalarious 
countries.  For  example,  the  United  States 
draws  60  jiercent  of  its  imports  from,  and 
sends  40  percent  of  its  exports  to  countries 
where  malaria  is  prevalent.  Malaria  control 
among  laborers  who  produce  the  goods  pur¬ 
chased  by  the  United  States  requires  on  the 
average  at  least  5  percent  of  the  annual 
production  budgets.  This  constitutes  a  hid¬ 
den  malaria  tax  of  more  than  one-third  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  paid  annually  by  the  United 
States  on  its  imports.  The  total  value  of  the 
business  lost  to  American  exporters  because 
of  the  poverty  directly  due  to  malaria  is 
certainly  huge. 

Antlmalarial  progress  to  date:  There  is  evi¬ 
dence  of  the  existence  of  malaria  since 
earliest  recorded  history,  and  it  is  very  pos¬ 
sible  that  this  was  a  major  cause  in  the  ob¬ 
literation  of  such  civilizations  as  the  Mayan 
(Yucatan)  and  that  of  Angkor  'Wat  (Cam¬ 
bodia)  .  Similarly,  there  is  substantial  evi¬ 
dence  that  malaria  was  an  outstanding  factor 
in  the  fall  of  ancient  Greek  and  Roman  civi¬ 
lizations.  It  was  one  of  the  principal  reasons 
for  the  failure  of  the  French  attempt  to  build 
a  canal  across  Panama;  it  immoblized  whole 


armies  in  Macedonia  In  World  War  I;  and  it 
reduced  the  fighting  forces  in  New  Guinea  for 
a  few  months  early  in  World  War  II  to  10 
percent  of  their  strength. 

With  the  discovery,  1897-98,  of  the  role  of 
the  anophellne  mosquito  as  an  essential  link 
in  the  transmission  of  malaria,  a  way  was 
opened  to  control  the  disease.  This  was  at 
first  based  on  ( 1 )  preventing  the  adult 
mosquito  from  biting  man,  and  (2)  inter¬ 
rupting  the  growth  of  the  mosquito  by  elimi¬ 
nating,  modifying,  or  poisoning  its  breeding 
waters.  Through  these  means,  malaria  was 
eradicated  in  the  more  temperate  areas  of  the 
United  States  and  northern  Europe,  and 
brought  under  partial  control  in  the  south¬ 
ern  part  of  the  United  States,  in  Italy,  and 
in  many  localized  areas.  Although  these 
measures  were  applied  intensively,  malaria 
remained  an  important  cause  of  illness  and 
disability  even  in  the  United  States  and 
northern  Europe  up  until  World  War  II. 

During  World  War  II,  it  was  discovered 
that  the  chemical  dichlordiphenyl  trichlor- 
ethane  (DDT)  possesses  a  remarkable  ability 
to  kill  Insects  on  short  contact,  and  that 
when  sprayed  on  surfaces  such  as  walls,  the 
killing  power  of  its  residue  is  often  sustained 
for  many  months. 

The  discovery  of  this  highly  potent,  rela¬ 
tively  Inexpensive,  and  easily  handled  insecti¬ 
cide,  and  other  closely  related  compounds, 
opened  a  new  era  in  malaria  control.  These 
toxicants  have  been  the  chief  agents  in  the 
eradication  and  mass  control  of  malaria  over 
a  rapidly  widening  area.  Indeed,  it  is  now 
possible  to  eradicate  the  disease  from  entire 
continents. 

Control  against  eradication:  DDT  residual 
spraying  is  a  simplified  and  highly  effective 
method  of  dealing  with  malaria  and  it  makes 
feasible  the  extension  of  control  to  the  point 
of  eradication. 

From  the  technical  standpoint,  control  in¬ 
volves  the  reduction  of  the  number  of  cases 
in  an  area  to  a  point  at  which  they  no  longer 
create  a  severe  health  problem.  But  ordi¬ 
nary  control  permits  the  disease  to  persist 
within  the  area,  necessitating  continuous  ac¬ 
tivity  and  expenditures  and  allowing  the 
chance  of  occasional  sharp  epidemics.  There 
is  usually  only  partial  and  spotty  coverage 
and  there  is  no  foreseeable  end  to  control 
activity. 

In  1955  the  governments  of  58  countries 
appropriated  funds  for  malaria  control  activ¬ 
ities  totaling  $41  million.  Plans  calling  for 
increases  in  appropriations  to  $44  million  n 
1956  attesting  to  the  concern  with  which 
these  countries,  for  the  most  part  the  poorer 
underdeveloped  countries  least  able  to  afford 
such  an  economic  drain,  view  this  problem. 
The  United  States  has  been  active  in  malaria 
control  demonstration  operations  and  train¬ 
ing  for  as  long  as  14  years  in  the  case  of  some 
Latin  American  countries.  The  ICA  in  fiscal 
year  1956  assisted  malaria  control  activities 
in  21  countries.  The  assistance  takes  the 
form  of  provision  of  various  types  of  experts, 
training  of  nationals  in  their  own  country 
or  in  the  United  States,  surveys  and  neces¬ 
sary  materials  and  equipment.  The  total 
amount  budgeted  by  ICA  for  fiscal  year  1958 
was  approximately  $12  million;  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  $8.7  million  will  be  obligated  in 
fiscal  year  1957. 

In  spite  of  these  efforts  and  those  of  in¬ 
ternational  organizations  (the  World  Health 
Organization  (WHO),  the  United  Nations 
Children’s  Fund  (UNICEF),  the  Pan  Ameri¬ 
can  Sanitary  Organization  (PASO) ,  and  the 
United  Nations  Technical  Assistance  Fund 
(UNTA) ) ,  there  are  still  289  million  people 
living  in  malarious  areas  of  the  free  world 
(other  than  central  Africa)  who  will  not  be 
receiving  protection. 

Malaria  eradication,  as  opposed  to  control, 
means  the  planned  progressive  elimination, 
of  the  disease.  For  the  first  time,  this  has 
become  possible  through  the  use  of  DDT  and 


other  new  insecticides.  Sprayed  once  or 
twice  a  year  on  surfaces  where  malaria-carry¬ 
ing  mosquitoes  rest  before  and  after  feeding, 
these  Insecticides  will  destroy  the  infected. 
Insects  and  completely  stop  malaria  trans¬ 
mission.  When  transmission  has  been  pre¬ 
vented  for  three  consecutive  years  in  a  coun¬ 
try,  most  of  the  maferia  parasites  will  die  off 
or  be  killed  by  therapy,  and  so  few  will  be 
left  in  the  blood  of  the  people  that  the 
disease  can  no  longer  maintain  itself.  Gen¬ 
erally,  it  takes  4  years  of  spraying  and  4 
years  of  surveillance  to  make  sure  that  trans¬ 
mission  has  not  occurred  in  three  consecutive 
years  in  an  area.  After  that,  normal  health 
department  activities  can  be  depended  upon 
to  deal  with  occasional  introduced  cases  just 
as  they  now  remain  on  guard  against  small¬ 
pox,  cholera,  and  other  diseases  formerly  so 
common.  Therefore,  to  eradicate  malaria 
there  must  be  an  attack  so  effective  that  no 
mosquito  transmission  occurs  for  three  con¬ 
secutive  years.  This  has  been  proved  to  be 
possible  in  many  areas.  For  example,  ma¬ 
laria  is  being  eradicated  in  large  parts  of  the 
Philippines,  Thailand,  Formosa,  Ceylon, 
Greece,  India,  and  in  many  Latin  American 
countries.  Nation-wide  eradication  has  been 
almost  completely  accomplished  in  the 
United  States,  Puerto  Rico,  Chile,  British  and 
French  Guiana,  Mauritius,  Cyprus,  Italy, 
and  Venezuela. 

Recent  annual  average  costs  of  malaria 
control  by  residual  spraying  measures,  esti¬ 
mated  by  WHO  as  per  capita  of  those  pro¬ 
tected,  have  been  as  follows: 

Region:  Cost,  United  States  currency 


African _ $o.  41 

American _  ,  455 

Eastern  Mediterranean _ .  20 

Southeast  Asian _  ,  1 1 

Western  Pacific _ .  175 

European _ .  20 


To  these  figures,  10  percent  should  be 
added  for  Increased  costs  of  total  eradication. 
It  should  also  be  noted  that  surveillance 
costs,  during  the  last  phase  of  an  eradica¬ 
tion  project,  are  less  than  the  costs  during 
the  residual  spraying  phase. 

Before  DDT,  rural  malaria  control  cost  over 
75  cents  per  capita  per  year.  The  expensive 
control  did  not  eradicate  but  merely  reduced 
the  numbers  of  cases  to  bearable  levels. 
Therefore,  most  underdeveloped  countries 
could  not  afford  widespread  malaria  control 
and  none  could  plan  for  eradication.  Now, 
despite  increased  labor  and  other  costs,  the 
use  of  DDT  and  related  poisons  requires  only 
about  25  cents  per  capita  per  year  to  eradi¬ 
cate  malaria  completely.  The  economy  of  a 
project  of  4  years  of  residual  spraying  plus 
4  years  of  surveillance  as  contrasted  with  old 
methods  of  control  is  obvious. 

Today  with  these  new  insecticides  the 
choice,  as  pointed  out  earlier,  is  between 
control  and  eradication.  Eradication  in¬ 
volves  heavier  initial  expense  than  does  con¬ 
trol.  But  control  not  only  has  no  foreseeable 
end;  it  also  introduces  the  risk  of  mosquito 
resistance,  the  development  of  which  would 
force  a  return  to  prewar  methods  that  are  too 
expensive  for  underdeveloped  nations  to  use 
in  their  extensive  rural  areas. 

Urgency  of  undertaking  program :  Eradica¬ 
tion  is  economically  practicable  today  only 
because  of  the  remarkable  effectiveness  of 
DDT  and  related  poisons  such  as  dieldrin. 
This  dependency  on  the  chlorinated  hydro¬ 
carbons  introduces  a  note  of  relative  urgency 
because  the  mosquito  carriers  of  malaria  are 
beginning  to  develop  resistance  to  these  in- 
sectiicdes  in  some  areas.  Of  the  more  than 
50  species  that  transmit  malaria,  7  now  show 
such  resistance  in  some  parts  of  their  range 
and  others  will  undoubtedly  develop  resist¬ 
ance  within  a  year.  DDT  resistance  has  ap¬ 
peared  after  6  or  7  years  of  continuous  ex¬ 
posure  and  dieldrin  resistance  has  now 
appeared  in  1  case  after  only  18  months’ 
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exposure.  In  numerous  cases  no  resistance 
has  appeared  in  11  years  of  exposure.  But 
if  countries,  due  to  lack  of  funds,  have  to 
proceed  slowly,  resistance  is  almost  certain 
to  appear  and  eradication  may  become  eco¬ 
nomically  impossible  unless  substitute  insec¬ 
ticides  are  found.  Time  is  of  the  essence. 

This  is  a  unique  moment  in  the  history  of 
man’s  attack  on  one  of  his  oldest  and  most 
powerful  disease  enemies.  Failure  to  proceed 
energetically  might  postpone  malaria  eradi¬ 
cation  indefinitely.  A  strong  financial  push 
now  would  undoubtedly  be  an  excellent  in¬ 
vestment  for  all  concerned,  including  the 
United  States  itself. 

III.  THE  PROGRAM 

The  5-year  concept:  In  1955,  the  World 
Health  Assembly  unanimously  adopted  a  res¬ 
olution  giving  top  priority  to  the  support  of 
malaria  eradication.  More  than  60  free 
world  nations  have  malaria  within  their 
borders.  Although  nearly  all  of  these  na¬ 
tions  have  embarked  on  eradication  pro¬ 
grams,  they  are,  for  the  most  part,  not  eco¬ 
nomically  able  to  wage  an  effective  war 
against  this  ancient  enemy. 

Since  the  World  Health  Assembly  action  in 
1955,  pressure  and  enthusiasm  in  the  under¬ 
developed  countries  has  continued  to  mount. 
This  pressure  has  refiected  itself  in  the  in¬ 
creased  antimalaria  activities  of  the  interna¬ 
tional  organizations,  notably  the  WHO, 
UNICEF,  and  the  PASO. 

However,  it  is  clear  that  in  order  for  this 
great  goal  to  be  realized,  the  United  States 
must  spark  an  all-out  effort,  utilizing  all 
available  resources,  national  and  Interna¬ 
tional.  The  proposed  program  provides  for 
such  an  effort  and,  if  adequately  supported 
and  energetically  prosecuted  by  all  elements, 
should  result  in  the  eradication  of  this 
dread  disease  in  many  areas  within  5  years’ 
time. 

For  practical  purposes,  the  5-year  target 
appears  sound  providing  it  is  understood 
that  there  will  be  a  toollng-up  period  fol¬ 
lowed  by  a  peak  of  activity  and  then  a 
tapering  off  into  surveillance.  This  may  re¬ 
quire  less  than  5  years  in  some  areas  and 
more  than  5  years  in  others.  For  example, 
eradication  will  be  accomplished  most  readily 
in  the  Western  Hemisphere  and  more  slowly 
in  the  Eastern  Hemisphere.  Eradication 
programs  in  a  few  countries  may  require 
United  States  support  beyond  the  5-year 
period.  However,  maximum  participation  by 
the  United  States  will  be  concentrated  in 
the  period  from  fiscal  year  1958  through 
fiscal  year  1962. 

In  a  very  rough  way,  the  program  might 
be  conceived  as  first  bringing  about  a  series 
of  islands  of  eradication,  the  borders  of 
which  are  gradually  pushed  back  and  en¬ 
larged  until  they  come  together  and  give  full 
protection.  These  islands  of  eradication  will 
at  first  be  more  numerous  in  the  Western 
Hemisphere  because  the  United  States  is  the 
largest  land  mass  where  eradication  has  been 
achieved. 

Achievement  of  eradication  within  the 
time  limit  will  require  maximum  support 
from  national  and  from  international 
sources.  It  is  neither  necessary  nor  possible 
for  any  one  or  even  two  of  the  above  sources 
to  supply  all  the  resources — ^technical,  finan¬ 
cial,  and  otherwise — to  carry  out  the  program. 
Eradication  will  be  achieved  through  the  im¬ 
plementation  of  a  carefully  programed  and 
carefully  coordinated  single  plan  for  each 
country  involving  maximum  contributions 
from  bilateral  and  multilateral  sources.  Spe¬ 
cifically,  as  seen  in  table  2,  the  5-year  pro¬ 
gram  will  require  $515.2  million  from  all 
sources:  $364.8  million  (Including  Public  Law 
480  local  currencies)  to  be  supplied  by  the 
beneficiary  governments;  $108  million  to 
come  from  the  United  States  through  bilat¬ 
eral  programs  and  in  the  form  of  grants  to 
the  international  organizations;  and  the  re¬ 
maining  $42  million  from  WHO,  PASO,  and 
UNICEF. 


The  fiscal  year  1958  program:  For  fiscal 
year  1958,  as  the  first  year  of  the  5-year  pro¬ 
gram,  the  following  participation  is  antici¬ 
pated  by  free  world  nations  and  international 
organizations  and  proposed  for  the  United 
States. 

Unilateral:  In  fiscal  year  1956  the  60  na¬ 
tions  of  the  free  world  in  which  malaria  is  a 
problem  expended  approximately  $44  million 
in  antimalaria  activities.  In  fiscal  year  1958 
it  is  anticipated  that  this  amount  will  in¬ 
crease  to  approximately  $61  million.  In  the 
first  year  almost  60  percent  of  the  malaria - 
eradication  program  will  be  funded  by  the 
local  governments  affected. 

Bilateral:  United  States  participation  pro¬ 
posed  for  fiscal  year  1958,  the  first  year  of  the 
5-year  eradication  program,  totals  $23.3  mil¬ 
lion.  Of  the  total  of  $23.3  million,  we  are 
requesting  $3.9  million  within  individual 
country  programs  Justified  in  the  regional 
sections  of  this  presentation.  The  balance  of 
$19.4  million  is  requested  as  a  special  item 
for  malaria  eradication  within  the  special- 
assistance  category.  This  compares  with 
$10.2  million  of  MSP  funds  programed  in 
fiscal  year  1957  of  which  $8.7  million  was  for 
going  programs  in  malaria  control  and  $1.5 
million  was  for  a  special  grant  to  the  special 
malaria  fund  of  the  Pan  American  Sanitary 
Organization  (PASO).  In  fiscal  year  1956  a 
total  of  $11.9  million  was  programed  for  go¬ 
ing  programs  of  malaria  control. 

For  maximum  flexibility  in  continuing  the 
proposed  program  it  is  most  important  that 
not  only  the  $3.9  million  justified  in  country 
program  presentations  but  also  the  $19.4  mil¬ 
lion  of  specal  assistance  funds  be  available 
for  use  in  approved  programs  without  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  limitations  Inherent  by  virtue 
of  their  being  technical  cooperation,  defense 
support,  or  special  assistance.  The  executive 
branch  is  requesting  language  in  the  author¬ 
izing  act  to  accomplish  this. 

The  previous  training  and  demonstration 
aspects  of  technical  cooperation  in  many  of 
the  going  programs  has  now  progressed  into 
the  beginnings  of  malaria  eradication  with 
its  greatly  increased  funding  requirements 
for  bulk  amounts  of  insecticides,  spraying 
equipment,  vehicles,  etc.  It  should  be  noted, 
however,  that  the  elements  of  training  and 
demonstration  will  continue  to  be  involved 
in  malaria  eradication  programs  so  that  some 
of  the  funds  requested  are  retained  in  the 
technical  cooperation  category. 

Within  the  $19.4  million  item,  $4.4  million 
will  be  used  to  convert  the  present  going 
control  programs  mentioned  above  to  eradi¬ 
cation  programs.  (See  illustrative  distribu¬ 
tion  by  country  in  table  1.)  $7.0  million  will 

be  used  for  contributions  to  those  multi¬ 
lateral  eradication  programs  described  in 
succeeding  paragraphs.  The  balance  of  $8 
million  will  be  used  for  bilateral  programs  in 
India  and  Indonesia. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  bilateral  as¬ 
sistance  is  provided  only  on  request  of  the 
host  governments.  It  takes  the  form  of 
provision  of  various  types  of  experts,  train¬ 
ing  of  nationals  both  in  their  own  country 
and  in  the  United  States,  surveys,  and  nec¬ 
essary  materials  and  equipment.  It  should 
be  noted  that  more  than  50  percent  of  the 
cost  of  malaria  eradication  is  for  insecticides, 
material  and  equipment,  most  of  which 
comes  from  the  United  States. 

Multilateral:  The  goal  of  malaria  eradica¬ 
tion  will  require  maximum  effort  on  the  part 
of  international  as  well  as  national  agencies. 
,  Even  if  it  were  not  necessary  to  do  so,  there 
are  definite  advantages  to  the  United  States 
in  supporting  the  multilateral  agencies’  pro¬ 
grams  in  malaria  eradication.  ’The  multi¬ 
lateral  programs  offer  the  advantage  to  be 
gained  from  clear  demonstration  of  the 
United  States  desire  to  assist  and  participate 
without  dominating.  Furthermore,  it  makes 
possible  desirable  results  in  areas  and  na¬ 
tions  with  which  the  United  States  is  not 
directly  working  through  the  ICA.  As  a  side 


effect.  International  programs  offer  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  utilize  needed  technical  skills 
possessed  by  nationals  of  other  countries 
which  are  not  available  to  bilateral  programs. 
Thus  active  participation  in  multilateral 
programs  can  have  real  benefits  supplement¬ 
ing  the  more  direct  bilateral  assistance,  and 
the  need  for  proper  balance  between  the  two 
approaches  becomes  clear. 

WHO:  The  WHO  has  endorsed  the  con¬ 
cept  of  eradication  and  is  providing  co¬ 
ordination  to  the  eradication  activities  of  the 
governments  and  the  several  agencies  con¬ 
cerned.  The  nucleus  of  personnel  required 
is  available  and  is  being  rapidly  expanded 
through  active  training  programs  conducted 
under  a  variety  of  auspices.  In  order  to  fa¬ 
cilitate  the  work  in  malaria  eradication,  the 
WHO  has  established  a  special  malaria  fund 
to  which  any  of  the  88  member  nations  may 
contribute.  It  is  proposed  that  ICA  make 
available  to  the  World  Health  Organization’s 
Special  Account  for  Malaria  Eradication  a 
total  of  $5  million  in  fiscal  year  1958  with  a 
tentative  nonobllgatlonal  agreement  for  ad¬ 
ditional  funds  up  to  $12  million  divided  on 
the  basis  of  an  annual  assessment  of  results 
and  needs  during  the  subsequent  fiscal  years. 
(See  table  2.) 

The  United  States  Is  proposing  to  make 
funds  available  to  the  WHO  and  the  PASO 
in  return  for  a  specific  service  to  be  render¬ 
ed,  a  service  that  the  agency  involved  alone 
could  render,  or  could  render  better  than 
anyone  else.  It  is  not  proposed  that  these 
grants  be  made  available  on  a  matching 
basis.  Payments  to  WHO  and  PASO  will  be 
made  for  specific  purposes.  As  such  they  do 
not  represent  the  type  of  contributions  to 
the  organization  which  logically  would  be 
made  against  matching  contributions  of 
other  Governments.  Funds  expended  for 
the  malaria  eradication  program  through 
multilateral  channels  would  represent  more 
a,  payment  for  a  service  than  a  contribution. 

Money  contributed  to  the  WHO  special 
fund  may  be  used  in  malafious  areas  where 
ICA  does  not  have  bilateral  programs;  suc¬ 
cess  in  such  a  large  project  requires  our 
participation  in  the  fund;  United  States 
participation  can  be  expected  to  precipitate 
increased  interest  and  participation  on  the 
part  of  other  governments;  some  of  the 
money  will  go  for  top  non-American  sources 
of  advice  and  experience  which  will  signif¬ 
icantly  contribute  to  the  success  of  the 
whole  program.  As  stated  in  the  Report  on 
Malaria  Eradication  by  the  International 
Development  Advisory  Board,  such  a  contri¬ 
bution  would  be  a  “clear  demonstration  of 
the  United  States  desire  to  assist  and  partic¬ 
ipate  without  dominating.” 

PASO:  A  special  problem  exists  In  the 
Western  Hemisphere  due  to  the  maturity  of 
our  bilateral  programs.  Stimulated  by  the 
desire  to  place  responsibility  in  local  hands, 
ICA  has  turned  over  all  bilateral  antimalaria 
programs  except  one  (Honduras)  to  the  local 
governments.  Whereas  most  of  the  turned- 
over  programs  have  been  achieving  a  meas¬ 
ure  of  control,  the  goal  of  eradication  re¬ 
quires  a  degree  of  absoluteness  which  makes 
it  essential  that  many  of  the  countries  re¬ 
ceive  outside  help. 

Six  million  dollars  will  be  needed  in  fiscal 
year  1958  in  addition  to  host  country  con¬ 
tributions  and  multilateral  agency  partici¬ 
pation.  It  is  proposed  that  the  United  States 
support  malaria  eradication  programs  in  this 
hemisphere  by  meeting  two-thirds  of  the  $6 
million  shortfall  in  dollars  and  agreeing  to 
the  use  of  up  to  the  equivalent  of  $2  million 
from  local  currency  sources. 

(a)  ’Two  million  dollars  to  be  granted  to 
the  PASO’S  special  malaria  fund  to  be  used 
without  restrictions  within  this  field  of  ac¬ 
tivity.  (The  United  States  pledged  and  con¬ 
tributed  $1.5  million  to  this  fund  in  fiscal 
year  1957.  On  the  basis  of  present  estimates 
and  subject  to  annual  assessment  of  results 
and  ne^ds  it  is  expected  that  $6  million  addi- 
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tlonal  will  be  required  during  the  subsequent 
4  years  of  the  program. ) 

(b)  It  Is  recommended  that  $2  million  of 
the  $4.4  requested  for  bilateral  programs  be 
used  in  this  area,  to  be  divided  according 
to  the  population  at  risk  from  malaria  in 
the  several  countries.  These  sums  are  to  be 
administered,  accounted  for  and  results  as¬ 
sessed  by  ICA  Operations  Missions  in  collabo¬ 
ration  with  PASO  and  host  government 
ofilcials. 

(c)  The  balance  of  the  shortfall,  the  equiv¬ 
alent  of  approximately  $2  million,  can  be 
secured  through  available  local  currency 
sources  such  as  Public  Law  480,  private  con¬ 
tributions  or  other  local  government  budgets. 

Other  international  organizations:  The 
UNICEF  is  devoting  a  large  segment  of  its 
funds  to  the  provision  of  supplies  and  equip¬ 
ment  to  governments  in  connection  with 
WHO-approved  antimalaria  programs.  It 
has  adopted  a  policy  under  which  it  will 
provide  supplies  only  to  programs  where 
eradication  is  the  objective.  In  1955,  UNICEF 
allocated  $3  million  and,  in  1956,  $7  million 
to  the  malaria  eradication  program. 

The  United  States  is  a  member  of  all  the 
Intergovernmental  organizations  listed  above 
and  in  each  of  them  has  oificially  supported 
the  concept  of  eradication  and  supported 
the  allocation  of  funds  for  this  purpose. 

Other  agencies,  both  governmental  (Co¬ 
lombo  plan)  and  private  (Rockefeller  Foun¬ 
dation)  are  assisting  in  malaria  projects  in 
amounts  that  are  not  known  but  are  rela¬ 
tively  small. 

The  employment  of  loan  capital:  In  fiscal 
year  1958,  it  is  expected  that  local  currency 
from  Public  Law  480  transactions  and  other 
loan  capital  in  the  amount  of  $12.9  million 
will  be  available  to  the  program. 

Feasibility  of  program:  Within  certain 
technical  limitations  discussed  below,  the 
eradication  of  malaria  is  possible  through  the 
use  of  tried  methods,  personnel,  equipment, 
and  supplies  which  are  now  available  or 
could  be  made  available.  The  only  excep¬ 
tions  to  this  conclusion  are  certain  areas  of 
the  world  known  or  suspected  to  harbor 
malaria  which  are  relatively  inaccessible:  for 
example,  tropical  Africa  and  Ethiopia,  Bor¬ 
neo,  NeW  Guinea,  and  the  Amazon  Valley. 
The  situation  in  tropical  Africa  is  such  that 
eradication  cannot  be  visualized  in  the  im¬ 
mediate  future.  The  other  areas  are  iso¬ 
lated  and  are  not  a  significant  threat  to 
neighboring  areas.  They  present  no  barrier 
to  undertaking  eradication  elsewhere.  No 
doubt  malaria  can  and  will  be  eradicated  in 
these  areas  in  due  time. 

Fourteen  years  of  ICA  experience  in  ma¬ 
laria  control  demonstration,  operations,  and 
training  has  developed  United  States  techni¬ 
cal  ability,  and  even  more  trained  host  coun¬ 
try  technicians.  ICA  now  has  20  trained 
technicians  in  antimalarial  field  positions 
and  1  financed  by  ICA/Washington  in  the 
United  States  Public  Health  Service.  Within 
2  years  of  implementation  of  the  eradication 
program  we  should  have  at  least  double  this 
number  of  professional  personnel  on  duty  in 
the  field  and  4  more  in  Washington.  This 
may  require  the  initiation  of  training  courses 
for  United  States  technicians,  either  in  this 
country  or  in  other  countries  having  ade¬ 
quate  facilities. 

Unforeseen  technical  problems  always  arise 
when  new  insecticides  and  new  equipment 
are  placed  in  operation.  Through  collabora¬ 
tion  with  the  Public  Health  Service,  ICA  sup¬ 
ports  a  small  but  active  and  effective  testing 
unit  at  the  Public  Health  Service  Communi¬ 
cable  Disease  Center  to  study  problems  of 
entomology  and  testing  of  insecticides  and 
equipment.  This  unit  already  has  saved 
the  United  States  Government  several  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands  of  dollars.  Funds  would 
be  provided  to  expand  this  project.  The 
problem  of  insecticide  resistance  testing 
also  is  currently  receiving  much  attention 
as  a  part  of  this  project. 


The  recent  studies  of  the  use  of  chemo¬ 
therapeutic  agents  in  combination  with  in¬ 
secticide  house  spraying  reveals  possibilities 
for  the  future  which  must  be  taken  into 
account  through  the  appropriate  research 
channels. 

It  is  believed  that  United  States  industrial 
resources  can  be  expanded  to  supply  the 
necessary  quantities  of  insecticides,  mate¬ 
rials,  and  equipment  for  the  entire  malaria 
eradication  program.  Considering  that  other 
industrialized  nations  are  also  capable  of 
providing  insecticides,  materials,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  there  is  a  considerable  margin  of 
safety. 

The  proposed  program  is  also  administra¬ 
tively  feasible.  The  internal  organizational 
structures  of  ICA  in  Washington  and  the 
United  States  operations  missions  abroad  are 
able  in  their  present  form  to  support  malaria 
eradication  programs  in  those  countries 
having  ICA  missions.  Working  through  the 
multilateral  agencies  will  relieve  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  instituting  new  ICA  programs  in  all 
but  a  very  few  countries. 

IV.  RESULTS  OF  ERADICATIOrT 

Benefits:  The  benefits  to  be  gained  from 
the  proposed  program  are  intensely  practical 
and  will  advance  the  general  welfare  of  the 
United  States  as  well  as  that  of  the  nations 
immediately  affected.  A  worldwide  program 
to  eliminate  the  world’s  greatest  single  cause 
of  sickness  and  death  will : 

1.  Help  countries  and  peoples  to  become 
stronger,  economically  as  well  as  physically, 
through  the  release  of  additional  effective 
human  energy. 

2.  Make  possible  the  opening  up  of  addi¬ 
tional  arable  land  for  economic  develop¬ 
ment — thus  reducing,  in  some  nations,  the 
imbalance  between  population  growth  and 
productive  resources. 

3.  Improve  the  environment  for  more  pro¬ 
duction  of  goods  and  services  and  for  invest¬ 
ment  of  capital,  both  local  and  foreign. 

4.  Encourage  political  stability  by  enhanc¬ 
ing  confidence  that  progress  can  be  made 
through  existing  governmental  institutions. 

5.  Assist  in  progress  toward  the  worldwide 
political  objectives  of  the  United  States  by 
alleviating  the  distress  of  many  thousands 
of  people. 

6.  Demonstrate  our  deep  interest  in  the 
welfare  and  human  dignity  of  individual 
men  and  women  throughout  the  world. 

Examples:  The  following  examples  bear 
witness  to  the  benefits  listed  above: 

Ceylon;  The  malaria  eradication  project 
in  Ceylon  has  opened  a  wide  area  of  land 
to  economic  use.  In  1946,  the  annual  ma¬ 
laria  incidence  was  41.2  percent  (2,750,000 
cases  in  a  population  of  6,700,000).  The 
malaria  eradication  campaign  now  covering 
the  affected  two-thirds  of  the  island  began 
in  1947.  By  1954,  the  incidence  had  been 
reduced  to  0.45  percent  (37,500  cases  in  a 
population  of  8,385,000)  and  over  200  square 
miles  of  jungle  land  has  been  brought  under 
irrigation,  and  settled  by  91,000  previously 
landless  people. 

India  (the  Terai)  :  Until  1949,  attempts 
to  settle  and  develop  parts  of  the  Terai  region 
in  northern  India  were  fruitless,  owing  to 
the  high  incidence  of  malaria.  At  that  time 
malaria  control  was  begun.  As  malaria  dis¬ 
appeared  in  the  area  under  control  over  a 
4-year  period,  new  settlement  Increased  the 
population  by  73  percent  (from  167,000  to 
284,000) :  the  area  of  cultivated  land  in¬ 
creased  by  400  percent  (from  38,000  acres  to 
162,000  acres) ,  with  the  value  of  land  rising 
from  nil  to  between  200  and  300  rup>ees  per 
acre;  production  of  food  grains  rose  by  130 
percent  (from  1,551,000  maunds  to  2,094,000 
maunds) ;  industrial  undertakings  (espe¬ 
cially  sugar  and  vegetable  oil  mills)  rose  in 
number  from  11  to  29;  construction  of  a 
hydroelectric  plant  brought  electric  power 
to  villages:  and  many  new  homes  and  schools 
were  built. 


Greece:  In  Greece,  the  nationwide  malaria 
control  program  conducted  between  1946  and 
1951,  reduced  malaria  incidence  from  an 
annual  average  of  about  2  million  cases  (30 
percent  of  total  population)  to  an  estimated 
10,000  cases  in  1950,  adding  at  least  30  million 
man-days  a  year  to  the  economy.  Due  in 
large  part  to  the  opening  of  new  land, 
through  malaria  control,  annual  rice  pro¬ 
duction  rose  from  5,000  tons  to  15,000  tons 
between  1948  and  1955. 

Before  the  malaria  control  campaign, 
Greece  spent  $1,200,000  annually  (85  percent 
from  scarce  foreign  exchange)  to  buy  one- 
fifth  of  the  world’s  quinine  supply.  After 
control,  this  medical  care  expenditure  was 
no  longer  necessary,  and  the  Greek  Govern¬ 
ment  disbanded  its  quinine  purchasing  unit. 

The  Philippines:  In  the  Philippines  dur¬ 
ing  1945  and  1946,  malaria  incapacitated  ap¬ 
proximately  25  percent  of  the  total  national 
labor  force  of  8,200,000  for  five  to  ten  days 
per  year,  and  in  many  instances  for  longer 
periods,  resulting  in  an  estimated  loss  of 
20,000,000  man-days  of  labor  annually.  Dur¬ 
ing  1946-50,  the  joint  United  States  Public 
Health  Service-Philippines  Public  Health  Re¬ 
habilitation  Program  undertook  malaria  con¬ 
trol  throughout  the  island  of  Negros  (popu¬ 
lation  1,500,000)  and  in  selected  areas  else¬ 
where.  On  Negros,  there  was,  by  1949,  an 
85  percent  drop  in  the  incidence  of  ma¬ 
laria,  i.  e.,  from  26.47  percent  of  the  popu¬ 
lation  to  3.75  percent;  a  reduction  in  daily 
absenteeism  among  grade  school  children 
from  50  percent  to  3  percent;  a  reduction  in 
estimated  man-days  lost  in  industries  on 
Negros  from  33  percent  of  industrial  labor 
force  daily  to  between  2  percent  and  4  per¬ 
cent  daily;  and  an  estimated  increase  in  the 
work  capacity  of  labor  to  the  point  where 
a  70-man  output  per  day  in  1949  was  equal 
to  a  100-man  day  output  in  1946. 

The  Government  of  the  Philippines  is  now 
opening  up  new  areas  on  the  island  of  Min¬ 
danao  for  settlement.  Firms  making  bids 
to  build  highways  on  the  island  reduced 
their  bids  by  one-third  after  assurance  that 
their  workers  would  be  protected  by  effective 
malaria  control  measures.  By  the  end  of 
1954,  4,600  families  had  been  settled  and 
the  program  is  continuing. 

In  summary,  malaria  eradication  would 
be  a  concrete,  relatively  inexpensive  means 
of  implementing  the  high  goals  announced 
by  the  President  in  a  speech  given  in  1953: 

"The  fruit  of  success  in  all  these  tasks 
would  present  the  world  with  the  greatest 
task — and  the  greatest  opportunity — of  all. 
It  is  this:  the  dedication  of  the  energies, 
the  resources,  and  the  imaginations  of  all 
peaceful  nations  to  a  new  kind  of  war.  This 
would  be  a  declared,  total  war,  not  upon  any 
human  enemy,  but  upon  the  brute  forces 
of  poverty  and  need.’’ 

Resultant  increase  in  population:  The 
argument  of  population  increase  has  been 
advanced  against  initiation  of  such  pro¬ 
grams  as  the  one  herewith  proposed  to  eradi¬ 
cate  malaria.  Brlefiy  stated,  the  proponents 
of  this  view  would  argue  that  malaria  eradi¬ 
cation  should  not  be  undertaken  since  it  will 
result  in  larger  populations  in  many  areas 
assumed  to  be  already  overpopulated. 

It  should  be  realized  that  “overpopulation" 
Is  a  relative  term — relative  in  relation  to  the 
ability  of  an  area  to  sustain  the  population. 
It  has  been  amply  and  repeatedly  demon¬ 
strated  that  the  existence  of  widespread 
preventable  debilitating  disease  represents 
one  of  the  most  significant  deterrents  to  the 
increase  in  the  ability  of  a  people  and  an 
area  to  sustain  and  improve  itself — in  terms 
of  adequate  food  production,  economic  de¬ 
velopment,  or  trade.  In  other  words,  a 
"well’’  area  can  support  many  more  people 
than  a  "sick”  area.  In  addition,  the  people 
of  a  sick  area  are  a  dependent  people  in  con¬ 
trast  to  people  of  a  well  area  who  become 
a  nondependent  and  usually  an  independent 
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people.  Finally,  It  must  be  recognized  that 
the  present  existence  of  overpopulation  of 
dependent  sick  areas  in  the  absence  of  pub¬ 
lic-health  measures  Is  one  of  the  best  evi¬ 
dence  of  the  falsity  of  the  concept  that  over¬ 
population  Is  merely  ,  due  to  public-health 
activities  such  as  malaria  eradication. 

The  following  excerpt  from  the  report 
of  the  WHO  Malaria  Conference  for  the  west¬ 
ern  Pacific  and  southeast  Asia  regions  which 
was  held  in  the  Philippines  in  1953  is  be¬ 
lieved  to  be  particularly  Illuminating; 


•The  Conference  noted  that  the  question 
of  population  pressure  is  exceedingly  In¬ 
volved  and  that  Its  equation  with  the  three 
main  variables  of  people,  energy,  and  food. 
Is  vastly  more  complex  than  any  present 
formulation.  The  Conference  agreed  that 
no  one  knows  or  can  accurately  predict  what 
total  population  the  world  can  support  if 
potential  supplies  of  energy  are  utilized 
properly.  Moreover,  no  one  can  have  the 
necessary  prescience  or  moral  authority  to 
decide  from  which  area  malaria  control 


should  be  withheld  for  the  sake  of  a  pre¬ 
sumed  benefit  that  a  higher  death  rate 
might  bring  to  a  community.  The  Confer¬ 
ence  emphasized  that  malaria  control  is  not 
an  end  in  itself  but  is  to  be  Integrated  with 
other  public  activities  designed  to  foster 
community  welfare.  The  Conference  be¬ 
lieved  that  where  the  disease  is  prevalent, 
a  most  imix>rtant  first  step  towards  a  sound 
population  policy,  a  more  adequate  food  sup¬ 
ply,  and  a  balanced  human  ecology.  Is  the 
elimination  of  malaria.” 


Table  1. — ICA  bilateral  antimalaria  programs 


[Thousands  of  dollars] 


To  convert  control  programs  to  eradica¬ 
tion,  fiscal  year  1958 

Malaria  eradication  estimates  beyond  fiscal  year  1958 

Total 

Control  pro¬ 
grams 

Needed  to 
convert 

Total,  fiscal 
year  1958 

1959 

1960  ■ 

1961 

1962 

Far  East . 

4,820 

179 

4,999 

3,669 

2,856 

2,501 

2,586 

16, 611 

Cambodia _ 

50 

15 

65 

155 

221 

221 

306 

968 

Indonesia  i . . . 

3,160 

0 

3, 160 

2,500 

1,605 

1,000 

1,000 

9,265 

Laos - - - - - - 

250 

50 

300, 

225 

30 

30 

30 

615 

Philippines . . . . 

515 

0 

515 

0 

0 

0 

0 

615 

Taiwan _ 

0 

114 

114 

89 

0 

0 

0 

203 

Thailand _ 

15 

0 

15 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15 

Vietnam _ 

830 

0 

830 

700 

1,000 

1,250 

1,250 

5,030 

NESA . . . 

6,833 

2, 113 

8,946 

13,  713 

13,156 

11,158 

7,814 

54,787 

Afghanistan . . . . . . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Egypt. . 

0 

0 

'  0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Ethiopia _ 

850 

0 

850 

500 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

4,  350 

India  ‘ _ 

5,035 

1,465 

6,500 

11,  000 

9,000 

5,000 

0 

31,500 

Iran . . . . . . . . 

0 

400 

400 

400 

200 

100 

0 

•  1,100 

Iraq . . . . 

14 

0 

14 

35 

75 

100 

100 

324 

Israel _ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Jordan _ 

0 

0 

0 

100 

100 

150 

50 

400 

Liberia . . . . . — . 

77 

85 

162 

143 

141 

108 

134 

748 

Libya _ _ _ _ _ 

35 

0 

35 

35 

40 

40 

30 

180 

Nepal _ 

322 

163 

485 

500 

600 

600 

500 

2,685 

Pakistan _ 

500 

0 

500 

1,000 

2,000 

4,000 

6,000 

13,500 

Latin  America . . . . . . 

236 

2, 139 

2,375 

2,375 

2,375 

2,400 

2,400 

11,925 

2,000 

2, 000 

2, 000 

2, 000 

2,000 

2,000 

10, 000 

100 

'  100 

’  100 

125 

'  150 

'  150 

'  625 

Colombia.---. _ 

Cuba _ - _ 

Dominican  Republic _ 

Ecuador _ 

El  Salvador.— _ - _ _ 

Guatemala _ _ _ 

75 

76 

75 

50 

50 

60 

300 

Honduras _ _ _ 

11 

139 

150 

150 

150 

150 

150 

750 

Jamaica _ _ _ _ _ 

Mexico _ 

Panama _ 

Parafuiay _ - _ 

60 

50 

50 

50 

60 

50 

250 

Peru _ _ 

Surinam _ 

Uruguay _ _ _ _ 

' 

Venezuela _ 

-  * 

Total  bilateral _ 

1 11, 889 

4,431 

16,320 

19,  757 

18,  387 

16, 059 

12,  800 

83,323 

>  Due  to  the  comple.’tity  of  these  programs  conversion  to  eradication  may  extend  beyond  fiscal  year  1958  thus  5, 000, 000  for  India  and  3, 000, 000  for  Indonesia  have  been  justi¬ 
fied  under  special  assistance  (title  IV,  sec.  420),  the  balimce  of  3, 900, 000  is  justified  in  other  programs. 

2  Grant  funds  to  be  made  through  the  existing  bilateral  programs.  Not  to  be  confused  with  the  grant  to  PASO.  - 


Table  2. — Estimated  funding  all  sources  for  malaria  eradication,  by  fiscal  year 


[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year 
1956 

programs 

Fiscal  year 
1957 

programs 

-  '  * - 

Future  requirements 

Average 
annual  rate 
1958-62 

1958 

1959 

1900 

1961 

1962 

Total 

60  nations  of  free  world  (excliLsive  of  United  .states)  i.  . 

44.0 

61.0 

69.  0 

72.0 

76.0 

47.2 

325.  2 

65.0 

WHO _ 

1.1 

1.2 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

10.0 

2.0 

UNICEF _ 

ICA;  . 

6.6 

8.0 

8.0 

8.0 

8.0 

4.0 

4.0 

32.0 

6.4 

Bilateral  programs _ 

11.9 

8.7 

16.3 

19.8 

18.4 

16.1 

12.8 

83.4 

16.7 

Special  grant  to  WHO... 

6  0 

9  n 

3  0 

4  0 

3.0 

17  n 

3  5 

Special  grant  to  PSAO _ 

1.  5 

2.0 

3.0 

2.0 

1.0 

8.0 

1.6 

Total _ _ _ 

93  3 

Loan  capital:  Public  Law  480  and/or  other  sources .... 

12.9 

8.9 

6  8 

7.0 

6  0 

39!  6 

7.5 

Grand  total . . 

63.6 

107.2 

112.7 

9 

110.1 

74.0 

515.2 

- - 

*  Figures  do  not  in  all  cases  coincide  with  United  States  fiscal  years. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY,  I  conclude  by  say¬ 
ing  that  when  those  statements  are 
read  I  believe  the  interpretation  made 
this  afternoon,  for  legislative  history 
purposes,  will  be  found  to  be  accurate 
and  conclusive. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  SxENNisl  and  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green], 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  detain  the  Senate  at  length,  but  I 
think  there  are  a  few  further  points 
which  should  be  made  concerning  this 
bill. 

I  regret,  that  such  a  far-reaching  bill. 
Involving  so  much  money,  carrying  with 
it  such  serious  policy  questions,  is  not  de¬ 
bated  somewhat  more  at  length  on  the 
Senate  floor,  although  the  membership 
I  am  sure  is  generally  familiar  with  the 
subject  matter. 

I  wish  to  express  my  special  apprecia¬ 
tion  to  those  who  have  worked  on  this 
bill  and  on  similar  bills  in  prior  years, 
including  the  Senate  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations,  which  has  made  a  special 
study  of  the  question  during  the  past 
year. 

Without  excluding  others  or  detract¬ 
ing  from  what  others  have  done,  I  wish 
especially  to  mention  the  senior  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  whose 
tireless  and  far-reaching  efforts  for  the 
past  several  years  have  really  given  the 
legislative  branch  of  the  Government  its 
first  thorough,  extensive  look  at  this  bill 
and  the  ICA  operations  all  around  the 
world,  not  only  with  regard  to  technical 
assistance  but  with  regard  to  economic 
assistance,  the  military  aspects,  and  all 
related  phases  of  thisL  vast  program. 

Regardless  of  what  the  vote  may  have 
been  on  any  amendment  in  which  the 
Senator  may  have  been  intei-ested,  either 
in  the  committee  or  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  I  can  certainly  assure  the  Sen¬ 
ator,  as  a  close  observer  of  his  work,  that 
I  know  he  has  made  his  ideas  felt  and 
that  his  work  has  been  productive.  He 
has  been  very,  very  effective  in  this  ef¬ 
fort.  The  entire  Congress  owes  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  a  special  debt  of 
gratitude  for  his  very  exhaustive  work 
and  very  fine,  impartial,  nonpartisan, 
impersonal  manner  in  going  about  it. 
I  think  the  influence  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  been  felt  in  the  executive 
branch  with  regard  to  this  vast  program. 
I  commend  him  highly  for  his  work. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  best  state¬ 
ments  I  have  seen  with  reference  to  the 
pending  bill  was  made  by  Representative 
Passman  and  is  to  be  found  at  page 
13499  of  the  Congressional  Record  for 
August  15,  1957.  The  statement  is  cer¬ 
tainly  worth  reading,  and  I  commend  it 
to  the  intelligent  consideration  of  any 
Member  interested  in  the  subject  mat¬ 
ter. 

I  include  in  my  commendation  a  splen¬ 
did  statement  by  Representative  Gary, 
of  Virginia,  which  is  to  be  found  begin¬ 
ning  on  page  13517  of  the  same  issue  of 
the  Congressional  Record. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  support  the 
House  figure  on  the  military  assistance 
phase  of  the  bill,  because  I  feel  certain  in 
my  own  mind  that  that  is  sufficient 
money  to  support  a  reasonable  rate  of 


expenditure  under  the  world  circum¬ 
stances  now  existing. 

There  has  been  no  occasion  for  and  no 
argument  for  a  “'^crash”  program.  I  be¬ 
lieve,  on  the  basis  of  the  evidence  I  have 
heard  and  the  observations  which  have 
been  made,  that  we  are  feeding  these 
military  supplies  into  the  other  countries 
just  about  as  rapidly  as  they  are  able  to 
absorb  and  properly  to  train  their  men 
in  their  use. 

I  think  the  contention  which  has  been 
made  that  there  has  been  a  lack  of 
money  or  a  lack  of  appropriated  funds 
or  available  funds  in  times  past,  and 
therefore  the  ICA  has  been  unable  to 
supply  adequate  military  assistance 
where  it  was  actually  needed,  is  not  borne 
out  by  the  facts.  For  instance,  last  year, 
as  already  brought  out  by  the.  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  there 
was  a  surplus  of  the  military  funds  at 
the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  of  $518  mil¬ 
lion.  That  is  to  be  commended,  and  we 
are  in  favor  of  having  a  surplus.  I  com¬ 
mend  the  administration  of  the  program 
in  that  respect.  However,  it  certainly 
cannot  be  said  at  the  same  time  that 
with  that  much  money  left  over  there 
was  a  pinch  in  the  program  or  an  in¬ 
adequacy  of  funds  to  provide  a  military 
assistance  program  of  military  hardware. 

Mr.  President,  I  regret  that  the  De¬ 
fense  Department  was  not  put  in  charge 
of  the  military  program  as  originally 
outlined  in  the  authorization  bill.  I 
think  certainly  that  should  be  done  at 
an  early  date.  Then  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  and  the  subcommittees 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
which  handle  such  matters  could  look  at 
the  entire  world  program  together.  I 
believe  that  is  the  only  way  this  military- 
program  can  possibly  be  brought  into 
sharp  focus.  Certainly  the  parts  all 
make  up  one  pattern.  It  is  very  regret¬ 
table  that  this  matter  continues  to  be 
considered  as  a  “crash”  program  to  that 
extent,  and  the  pieces  have  never  been 
put  together  in  such  a  way  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  or  one  committee  of  the  Congress 
could  really  take  an  overall  look  at  the 
entire  military  program  needs,  world¬ 
wide.  I  hope  that  there  will  be  a  chance 
yet  to  remedy  that  situation. 

I  wish  also  to  express  an  interest  in  the 
loan  authorization  of  the  bill,  which, 
properly  administered,  I  believe  repre¬ 
sents  a  fine  step  forward.  I  hope  it  will 
be  given  a  trial.  There  are  funds  in  the 
bill  to  cover  that  phase  of  the  program. 
It  represents  a  great  improvement, 
which  I  believe  has  been  brought  about 
largely  through  a  stiffening  of  legisla¬ 
tive  opposition  to  the  mutual  aid  appro¬ 
priation  and  authorization  bills,  which 
opposition  is  reflected  more  and  more  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I  believe  the 
loan  development  fund  feature  consti¬ 
tuted  a  direct  contribution  to  the  entire 
program.  I  also  believe  that  the  opposi¬ 
tion  by  the  legislative  branch,  which  has 
not  been  an  opposition  to  the  entire  pro¬ 
gram,  but  to  certain  phases  of  it  and  to 
the  “crash”  program  of  too  much  and 
too  fast,  has  been  of  great  value,  and 
that  it  can  be  safely  reflected  here  today 
in  a  slowdown  and  more  conservative 
program  by  sustaining  the  House  figure 
in  the  appropriation  bill. 


That  is  what  the  next  amendment  on 
which  we  shalLvote  would  do.  That  is 
the  question  before  the  Senate. 

Let  me  mention  one  phase,  to  show 
how  far  we  have  gone.  The  other  day 
I  read  an  article  to  the  effect  that  the 
German  mark  was  either  already  sell¬ 
ing,  or  would  soon  sell  in  the  markets  of 
the  world,  at  a  higher  value  than  the 
American  dollar.  I  could  hardly  believe 
the  article  was  correct,  but  upon  check¬ 
ing  into  it  I  found  that  it  was. 

Let  me  repeat,  the  German  mark  is  so 
sound  from  a  financial  standpoint  world¬ 
wide,  and  so  much  in  demand,  that  it  is 
bi'inging  more  in  foreign  exchange  in 
the  money  markets  of  the  world  than  is 
the  American  dollar. 

Moreover,  there  are  many  hundreds  of 
millions  of  American  dollars  in  the  pipe¬ 
line  now  for  German  military  aid.  I 
could  give  the  exact  figures,  but  I  under¬ 
stand  they,  are  classified.  There  are 
many  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in 
the  pipeline  now  for  military  assistance 
to  Germany,  a  country  whose  money  is 
selling  at  a  higher  value  in  world  markets 
of  exchange  than  is  the  American  dollar. 

If  that  money  is  in  the  pipeline  in 
accordance  with  a  promise,  agreement, 
or  understanding  which  was  made  at 
some  time,  l  am  not  suggesting  that 
it  be  taken  out.  However,  it  is  a  definite, 
concrete  illustration  of  the  fact  that  we 
have  been  going  too  fast.  Someone’s 
judgment  was  not  good  when  we  obli¬ 
gated  all  those  funds  to  that  great  coun¬ 
try — and  it  is  truly  great;  I  am  not  anti- 
German.  But  someone  was  going  too 
fast,  with  too  much  easy  money,  which 
was  voted  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
when  the  appropriation  of  this  enormous . 
sum  was  made.  Before  it  can  be  gotten 
through  the  pipeline,  the  German  mark 
is  outselling  our  dollar,  which  is  a  classic 
illustration  of  what  I  said  awhile  ago — 
too  much,  too  fast,  and  too  recklessly. 

Getting  down  to  figures — and  I  shall 
not  detain  the  Senate  much  longer  in 
connection  with  military  aid,  which  is 
the  only  thing  involved  in  this  amend¬ 
ment — in  the  House  bill  as  it  came  to  us 
there  was  $114  mllion  more  than  was 
appropriated  for  the  same  purpose  last 
year.  Of  the  sum  appropriated  last 
year,  $538  million  was  left  over,  unused. 
Those  figures  were  brought  out  in  the 
Appropriations  Committee  room;  and  in 
my  opinion,  with  due  respect  to  every¬ 
one  else,  they  have  not  yet  been 
answered. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr,  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Let  me  complete  this 
thought. 

That  is  why  I  am  supporting  the 
House  figure  in  the  bill.  Let  me  repeat, 
that  in  the  House  bill  there  is  $114  mil¬ 
lion  more  than  was  appropriated  for 
this  purpose  last  year;  and  of  the  appro¬ 
priation  last  year  for  this  purpose  $538 
millon  was  left  over  and  unused.  That 
makes  a  total  of  more  than  $650  million. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  merely  wished 
to  bring  out  one  point  in  connection 
with  what  the  Senator  has  said  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  $538  million.  The  evidence 
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submitted  to  our  committee — and  the 
figures  were  verified — showed  that  the 
unexpended  balances  in  connection  with 
the  military  assistance  program  alone, 
which  is  what  we  are  discussing,  were, 
on  June  30,  1956,  $4,563,000,000;  on 
June  30,  1957,  $4,261,000,000,  or  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $300  million  in  imexpended  bal¬ 
ances  as  compared  with  the  previous 
year. 

We  must  remember  that,  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  knows,  the  lead  time  required  is 
2  years.  It  must  be  2  years  because  of 
the  planning  of  agreements  with  the 
other  countries,  the  building  of  the 
equipment,  and  getting  it  over  there.  So 
when  we  talk  about  large  unexpended 
balances  we  must  remember  that  we 
have  a  smaller  appropriation  of  new 
money  this  year,  and  the  unexpended 
balances  have  come  down  about  $800 
million. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator, 
but  I  answer  briefly  in  this  way: 

Taking  first  the  figure  he  gave,  of 
more  than  $4  billion  in  the  pipeline  at 
the  present  time,  that  means  that  if  we 
should  not  appropriate  a  single  dollar 
this,  year  for  military  assistance  there 
would  be  enough  in  the  pipeline  to  carry 
on  the  program  at  the  present  rate  for 
approximately  2  full  years.  I  am  not 
advocating,  of  course,  that  we  eliminate 
all  the  present  appropriations. 

It  is  undisputed  that  there  was  $538 
million  left  over  from  the  appropriation 
last  year,  and  the  House  figure  would 
increase  that  amount  by  $114  million. 

The  pipeline  argument,  with  respect 
to  how  long  a  time  is  required  to  deliver 
the  goods,  is  highly  controversial.  One 
responsible  Member  of  Congress,  Repre¬ 
sentative  Passman,  chairman  of  the 
House  Appropriations  Subcommittee, 
made  the  flat  statement  that  77  percent 
of  military  assistance  items,  instead  of 
requiring  a  2-year  pipeline  time,  require 
only  90  days.  His  figure  may  be  a  trifle 
short.  However,  a  gre^it  deal  of  this 
equipment  is  equipment  which  had  al¬ 
ready  been  manufactured  for  our  use, 
which  certainly  greatly  reduces  the  lead 
time. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

•UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT  TO  LIMIT 
DEBATE 

During  the  delivery  of  Mr.  Stennis’ 
speech, 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis! 
may  be  permitted  to  yield  to  me  for  the 
purpose  of  proposing  a  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement,  with  the  understanding 
that  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  will 
not  lose  the  floor,  that  he  will  not  be 
limited  in  his  statement,  and  that  this 
colloquy  will  appear  at  the  close  of  the 
Senator’s  remarks. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  majority  leader. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas?  The  Chair  hears  none. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  propose  the  agree¬ 
ment  that  at  the  conclusion  of  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi — 
may  I  have  the  attention  of  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi?  I  ■ft’ish  to  be  sure  he 
is  protected. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  That  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  remarks  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen]  be  recognized  for 
5  minutes,  and  that  then  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  vote  on  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  on  page  2,  line  6. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

Mr:  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Jexas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen]  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  this 
may  seem  like  the  5-minute  rule  in  the 
House  of  Representatives;  but  the  time 
allotted  will  be  adequate. 

First,  I  wish  to  compliment  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  for  the  fine  cooperative 
spirit  he  has  exhibited,  and  for  his  effort 
in  bringing  to  the  floor  a  satisfactory 
bill. 

I  congratulate  him  also  on  his  49th 
birthday.  I  wish  for  him  length  of  days, 
and  evei-y  one  of  life’s  richest  and  best 
blessings. 

I  wish  also  to  compliment  those  who 
work  in  the  International  Cooperation 
•Administration  and  the  military,  who  so 
ably  demonstrated  their  capacity  and 
their  knowledge  of  the  job  before  us. 
That  list  includes  particularly  Colonel 
Critz,  Leonard  Saccio,  General  Counsel 
of  the  ICA;  John  Murphy,  Comptroller; 
John  Holcombe,  Mansfield  Sprague,  of 
the  Defense  Department,  and  others.  I 
thought  they  gave  a  fine  exposition  of 
the  bill,  and  demonstrated  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  how  thoroughly  they  understood 
the  operation  of  this  program. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  speak  of 
the  program.  I  think  the  program,  the 
efforts  of  the  committee,  and  the  results 
which  came  from  the  committee  speak 
for  themselves. 

There  are  only  two  things  I  should 
like  to  say  for  the  Record.  First,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  pipeline,  it  seems  to  be 
easily  forgotten  that  those  sums  repre¬ 
sent  obligations  and  commitments  made 
long  ago,  and  that  foreign  forces  are 
based  upon  those  obligations,  quite  aside 
from  the  new  money  which  is  appro¬ 
priated  by  the  bill.  It  is  sometimes 
rather  distressing  that  the  whole  pipeline 
situation  is  not  adequately  ventilated  on 
the  floor. 

The  second  thing  I  should  like  to  say 
is  in  response  to  a  statement  made  by 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellen- 
DERl.  He  spoke  about  the  complete  de¬ 
pendence  of  other  countries  on  the 
United  States.  I  remind  him  that  in 
the  6  years  of  this  program,  from  1950 
to  1956,  whereas  the  United  States  spent 
$12.3  billion,  the  NATO  countries  spent 


$78  billion.  That  is  a  ratio  of  $6  of 
expenditure  by  the  NATO  countries  for 
every  dollar  expended  by  the  United 
States. 

With  respect  to  the  $500  million-odd 
left  over,  somehow  it  seems  to  be  for¬ 
gotten  that  that  $500  million  was  gen¬ 
erated  through  rescreening  the  program 
over  a  long  period  of  time.  It  is  testi¬ 
mony,  I  think,  to  the  efficiency  of  the 
operation,  and  the  careful  analysis 
which  has  been  made,  not  only  by  our 
military  leaders,  but  by  the  ICA  as 
well. 

I  think  Admiral  Radford  stated  the 
whole  case  thoroughly,  and  I  am  con¬ 
tent  to  make  a  part  of  my  remarks  the 
last  two  statements  Admiral  Radford 
made  before  the  committee  on  Monday, 
August  19.  One  is  in  some  detail;  the 
other  is  general,  relating  to  policy.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent,  therefore,  that 
they  be  printed  in  the  Record  as  a  part 
of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ments  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows:  y' 

Statement  by  Adm.  Arth'ur  Radford  Before 

THE  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  on 

THE  Mutual  Security  Program,  Monday, 

August  19,  1957 

There  are  several  other  points  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  need  clarification  inasmuch  as  I  am 
fearful  that  they  have  been  misunderstood 
during  the  course  of  our  hearings  on  the 
mutual  security  program.  First  among  these 
is  the  matter  of  the  pipeline  or,  if  you  prefer 
to  call  it,  unliquidated  obligations.  I  would 
like  to  discuss  this  in  three  parts:  first,  what 
the  amount  is  and  the  efforts  we  have  been 
making  to  get  it  down;  second,  what  the 
items  are  that  are  included  in  this  pipeline 
and  where  they  are  going;  and  third,  to  dis¬ 
cuss  briefly  the  slightly  over  $500  million 
unobligated  balance  which  has  been  reported 
to  the  Congress. 

With  respect  to  the  amount  of  pipeline,  or 
unliquidated  obligations,  as  of  the  30th  of 
June  the  total  in  the  military  part  of  the 
program  was  $4.3  billion.  Of  this  amount, 
$538  million  was  unobligated,  therefore  leav¬ 
ing  under  $3.8  billion  as  our  pipeline  of  ma¬ 
terials  and  equipment.  I  would  like  to  call 
your  attention  to  the  fact  that  this  pipeline 
of  slightly  less  than  $3.8  billion  has  been 
steadily  decreasing  since  the  peak-  was 
reached  in  1953,  when  it  was  more  than 
double  this  amount.  We  have  been  making 
great  strides  in  reducing  this  unobligated 
balance  by  making  more  rapid  deliveries  and 
by  shortening  our  administrative  and  pro¬ 
duction  lead  time.  In  the  light  of  the  present 
world  situation,  we  are  approaching  what  we 
consider  to  be  an  appropriate  operating  level. 
Of  course,  this  could  be  changed  by  either 
an  increase  or  a  decrease  in  world  tensions. 

During  the  period  that  we  have  been  pro¬ 
viding  military  assistance  to  our  allies,  it  has 
been  necessary  to  procure  items  of  equipment 
which  have  varying  lead  times  for  production 
and  delivery.  The  accumulation  in  the  pro¬ 
grams  of  long  lead  time  items  has  caused  the 
creation  of  a  pipeline.  The  content  of  the 
pipeline  varies  from  missiles  and  their  asso¬ 
ciated  equipment  to  the  more  conventional 
items,  such  as  vehicles  and  spare  parts.  The 
pipeline  appears  in  the  presentation  which 
has  been  made  to  you  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  as  unliquidated  obligations,  but  I 
am  sure  that  you  gentlemen  realize  that  this 
money  is  all  committed  for  the  procurement 
of  specific  items  of  equipment.  Too  many 
people  misunderstand  this  point  and  are  ^ 
prone  to  believe  that  the  pipeline  Is  simply 
money  in  the  bank  not  matched  by  corre¬ 
sponding  debts.  This  isn’t  the  case.  Not 
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only  have  contracts  been  let  which  would  be 
expensive  and  wasteful  to  terminate,  but 
prospective  recipients  of  this  equipment  have 
commenced  personnel  training,  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  real  estate  if  necessary,  the  reorgani¬ 
zation  of  their  forces,  and  the  adaptation  of 
their  logistics  systems.  I  am  sure  that  you 
can  see  that  tampering  with  equipment  now 
represented  by  unliquidated  obligations 
would  be  difficult,  uneconomical,  and  frus¬ 
trating  to  our  allies. 

■  I  would  like  to  give  you  some  of  the  major 
items  that  are  in  this  pipeline  at  this  time. 
There  are  over  $1V4  billion  worth  of  aircraft, 
one-quarter  billion  dollars’  worth  of  ships, 
one-quarter  billion  dollars’  worth  of  guided 
missiles  and  rockets,  and  almost  $400  million 
worth  of  electronics  and  radar.  This  type  of 
equipment  takes  a  long  time  to  produce, 
most  of  it  averaging  out  about  2  years:  and 
even  though  in  some  Instances  we  take  items 
out  of  the  inventories  of  our  military  de¬ 
partments  to  fulfill  these  requirements,  the 
military  departments  are  not  willing  to  re¬ 
lease  the  item  until  they  have  a  replacement 
off  the  production  line.  Of  the  money  we 
are  asking  you  for  today,  a  relatively  small 
portion  will  be  spent  in  this  fiscal  year.  The 
major  part  of  it  will  be  for  the  delivery  of 
this  heavy  equipment  next  year  and  the-year 
after.  We  must  plan  ahead  and  we  must  be 
realistic  in  that  planning. 

The  $500  million  unobligated  balance 
which  the  President  reported  to  this  Con¬ 
gress  about  6  months  ago  resulted  from  a 
thorough  analysis  of  the  contents  of  the 
military-assistance  program  as  it  related  to 
the  operating  requirements  of  the  allied 
forces  which  we  are  assisting.  I  am  sure 
that  I  do  not  have  to  remind  this  com¬ 
mittee  that  changes  in  the  political,  mili¬ 
tary,  and  economic  atmosphere  anywhere  in 
the  world  cause  adjustments  to  this  pro¬ 
gram.  There  are  also  the  adjustments  ne¬ 
cessitated  by  changes  in  weapons  systems. 
We  keep  this  program  under  continuous 
review,  and  as  political  balances  shift  and 
technological  advances  occur,  the  necessary 
corrections  are  made. 

I  should  like  to  also  address  myself  to  the 
reduction  in  the  funds  requested  for  defense 
support.  Although  administered  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  State  and  the  International  Co¬ 
operation  Administration,  these  funds  are 
vital  to  the  existence  of  the  military  forces 
of  those  of  our  allies  who,  by  virtue  of  their 
geographical  position  with  respect  to  the 
Communists,  must  maintain  forces  far  above 
their  economic  capabilities.  The  funds  in 
this  program  provide  that  additionai  assist¬ 
ance  which  these  nations  must  have  if  they 
are  to  maintain  adequate  forces  without 
serious  damage  to  their  economies.  The 
program  which  we  had  originally  planned 
for  Korea,  Taiwan,  Vietnam,  Turkey,  and 
Pakistan  totals  $700  million  or  over  78  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  proposed  defense  support 
program.  'The  ability  of  these  countries  to 
maintain  these  large  forces  is  entirely  de¬ 
pendent  upon  United  States  assistance.  The 
reductions  to  this  program  which  have  been 
proposed  by  the  House  will  necessarily  affect 
either  their  economy  or  they  must  reduce 
their  military  effort.  The  present  world 
situation  does  not  justify  a  reduction  in 
forces,  and  I’m  sure  that  we  would  not  desire 
to  destroy  their  economies. 

In  concluding  my  remarks,  I  think  I 
should  give  you  an  indication  of  just  what 
will  be  the  effect  on  our  military  assistance 
program  if  the  full  amount  of  the  reduction 
made  by  the  House  16  confirmed  by  this 
body.  The  President  asked  for  over  $2.4 
billion.  This  amount'  was  composed  of  $1.9 
billion  of  new  appropriations  and  the  reap- 
propriatlon  of  $500  million  of  the  funds  not 
obligated  in  1957.  This  amount  was  re¬ 
quested  for  the  following : 

(a)  $345  million  to  pay  the  routine  costs 
of  operating  the  program.  This  amount 
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covers  the  costs  of  shipping  the  material  and 
equipment  which  will  be  ready  for  delivery 
during  the  year,  our  part  of  the  costs  in¬ 
volved  in  the  operations  of  the  International 
military  organizations  in  which  we  are 
members,  and  other  administrative  costs. 

(b)  $980  million  for  the  costs  of  main¬ 
taining  the  forces  which  have  already  been 
created.  This  is  nothing  more  than  the 
spare  parts,  training,  repairs  and  replace¬ 
ment  items  necessary  to  help  these  “in  be¬ 
ing”  forces  maintain  their  present  state  of 
effectiveness. 

(c)  $175  million  to  finance  credit  sales. 
This  money  will  be  returned  to  the  United 
States — it  is  not  for  grant  aid.  Many  of 
our  allies  have  the  ability  to  finance  their 
own  defense  needs.  However,  some  are  not 
In  a  position  to  meet  all  these  foreign  ex¬ 
change  transactions  on  a  cash  basts  within 
a  single  year.  The  funds  would  be  used  to 
finance  these  sales  and  thus  permit  the 
countries  to  repay  us  over  a  period  of  about 
3  years. 

(d)  $900  million  for  that  new  and  more 
modern  equipment  which  is  essential  to 
helping  our  allies '  in  their  efforts  to  keep 
pace  with  the  technological  advancement 
being  made  in  the  Communist  forces.  Ex¬ 
amples  of  the  weapons  included  are  over 
400  aircraft,  17  destroyers  and  minesweepers 
with  the  latest  electronics  and  weapons,  over 
350  tanks,  and  equipment  for  16  battalions 
of  guided  missiles  and  rockets. 

The  over  $600  million  reduction  in  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  cannot  be  spread  out  over 
all  the  four  parts  of  the  program  which 
were  outlined  above.  First,  we  must  con¬ 
tinue  to  operate  the  program.  Since  most 
of  the  equipment  that  will  be  delivered 
during  the  year  will  result  from  appropria¬ 
tions  of  prior  years,  the  fixed  costs  of  oper¬ 
ations  will  not  change  materially.  Second, 
the  $980  million  required  for  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  “in  being”  forces  must  remain 
intact — it  would  Indeed  be  false  economy 
to  jeopardize  the  readiness  of  forces  which 
have  already  been  created.  Third,  we  have 
been  pressing  our  allies  to  share  more  of  the 
burden  of  defense  costs.  Many  of  these  in¬ 
dicated  a  willingness  to  help,  but  they  do 
not  have  the  dollars  to  pay  cash.  To  reduce 
the  amount  earmarked  for  financing  mili¬ 
tary  sales  would  mean  that  the  allies  would 
not  get  the  needed  weapons  or  that  we 
would  have  to  provide  them  on  a  grant  basis. 

Any  reduction,  therefore,  if  the  program  is 
to  remain  effective,  must  come  from  the 
$900  million  Intended  to  assist  our  allies  to 
improve  their  forces  to  meet  the  Commu¬ 
nist  threat.  Such  improvement  is  in  con¬ 
sonance  with,  and  necessary  to,  our  defense 
plans.  This  means- that  our  allies,  to  a  large 
extent,  must  be  satisfied  with  what  they 
have.  And  facing  these  same  allies  are  the 
Communists  who  are  continuously  modern¬ 
izing  and  improving  their  forces.  To  be  more 
specific,  it  means  that — 

1.  ’The  Baghdad  Pact  countries,  literally 
bordering  on  Russia  and  having  little  or  no 
industrial  capability,  will  have  to  get  along 
with  some  equipment  which  was  on  hand 
before  'World  War  II. 

2.  Korea  and  Taiwan  must  face  the  Rus¬ 
sian  equipped  Chinese  and  North  Koreans 
without  equal  weapons. 

3.  The  great  deterrent  power  of  NATO  will 
be  weakened.  To  a  considerable  extent,  the 
European  forces  are  equipped  with  World 
War  II  equipment.  Although  their  economy 
has  made  a  rapid  recovery,  they  have  not 
been  able  to  keep  up  with  the  United  States 
in  the  technological  advances  being  made  in 
modern  weapons.  They  look  to  us  for  assist¬ 
ance.  With  the  limited  funds  remaining  for 
this  modernization,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
drastically  reduce  the  aircraft,  guided  mis¬ 
siles,  and  other  weapons  in  the  program. 

The  modernization  program  should  follow 
an  evolutionary  process  similar  to  that  of 


our  own  United  States  forces.  ’This  reduc¬ 
tion  in  military  assistance  funds  precludes 
the  orderly  implementation  of  such  a 
process. 

Statement  by  Adm.  Arthur  Radford  Before 

THE  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  on 

THE  Mutual  Security  Program,  Monday, 

August  19,  1957 

I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  again  ap¬ 
pear  before  your  committee  in  support  of 
this  year’s  mutual-security  program.  Ex¬ 
actly  1  month  ago,  in  my  then  official  ca¬ 
pacity  as  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  I  appeared  before  you  and  stated  un¬ 
equivocally  that  I  thought  this  program  was 
both  necessary  and  modest  and  that  it  was 
an  essential  part  of  our  own  national  secu¬ 
rity  program.  I  still  think  so. 

Reading  the  record  of  the  debate  on  this 
program  which  took  place  last  week  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  I  am  appalled  at 
the  fact  that  we  have  not  been  able  to  put 
this  program  in  its  proper  perspective  before 
the  American  people.  I  say  this  because 
those  Members  of  Congress  who  argued 
against  the  program — or  for  a  greatly  re¬ 
duced  program — for  the  most  part  sincerely 
and  undoubtedly  reflected  the  views  of  their 
constituents.  This  opposition  generally  pre¬ 
sented  the  program  as  a  vast  boondoggle- 
poorly  managed — a  giveaway  program  remi¬ 
niscent  of  the  WPA  era.  When  I  hear  state¬ 
ments  like  that  made  by  sincere  Americans, 
it  worries  me.  They  are  just  not  compatible 
with  the  military  facts  of  life  as  they  exist 
today.  The  time  is  past  when  we  could 
depend  on  our  vast  industrial  capacity  to 
build  a  war  machine  that  would  pull  us 
through — after  an  emergency  occurred.  The 
time  is  past  when  we  would  be  given  time 
to  train  our  reserves  of  manpower,  equip 
them,  and  transport  them  overseas  to  meet 
an  enemy. 

In  the  next  war,  whether  it  be  of  the 
global  or  limited  variety,  we  are  going  to 
depend  almost  entirely  on  trained  forces 
in  being  and  already  in  place  in  the  danger 
spots  around  the  world.  That  is  where  our 
mutual-security  program  comes  in.  For  the 
past  9  years,  we  have  been  developing  a 
national  defense  posture  which  is  Integrated 
with,  and  depends  upon— let  me  repeat 
that — depends  upon —  indigenous  forces  and 
bases  around  the  world.  There  are  two  al¬ 
ternatives  to  such  strategy: 

First,  United  States  forces  in  much  larger 
numbers  could  take  the  place  of  these  in¬ 
digenous  forces.  In  most  allied  countries, 
they  would  be  welcomed  as  visible  evidence 
of  our  determination  to  stand  with  them 
against  the  Communist  menace;  but  it 
would  require  a  major  mobilization  effort 
on  our  part,  and  nearly  every  able-bodied 
young  man  of  military  age  would  spend  sev¬ 
eral  years  of  his  life  in  military  service  over¬ 
seas.  The  cost  would  be  staggering. 

Or,  second,  we  could  adopt  a  fortress 
America  concept.  In  the  world  we  live  in 
today,  such  a  concept  is  entirely  negative 
and  would  merely  mean  that  we  postponed 
an  ultimate  and  violent  showdown  with  in¬ 
ternational  communism  or,  in  the  long  run, 
would  capitulate. 

The  program  of  national  security  which 
has  been  followed  for  the  last  9  years  is  a 
positive  program  and  has  had  bipartisan 
support.  It  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  only  pro¬ 
gram  which  offers  us  the  hope  of  avoiding 
global  war,  and  without  such  a  war,  of  ul¬ 
timately  prevailing  over  Communist  enemies 
who  are  still  determined  to  destroy  our  way 
of  life  if  they  can. 

If  our  national  security  program  is  to  be 
changed,  let  us  make  the  change  advisedly 
and  not  cover  up  the  facts  of  life  with  argu¬ 
ments  which  avoid  or  hide  the  real  Issues. 

I  am  sure  that  the  mothers — the  fathers— 
the  wives — in  our  country  would  vote  for  an 
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adequate  mutual  security  program  If  they 
understood  it.  Our  mutual  security  program 
is  not  foreign  aid — it  is  not  a  giveaway  pro¬ 
gram — it  is  a  program  which  is  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  people  of  the  United  States 
and  their  friends  and  allies  of  the  free  world 
who  want  to  stay  free.  It  does  not  mean 
that  we  hire  our  friends  to  do  our  fighting 
lor  us,  as  the  Communists  so  often  charge. 
It  means  that  each  country  in  the  free  world 
Is  prepared  to  do  what  it  can  to  defend 
itself  and  counts  on  the  great  reserve  of 
power  in  the  United  States  to  come  to  its 
assistance  when  trouble  starts. 

I  do  not  maintain  that  our  handling  of 
the  military  aid  program  has  been  perfect. 
As  I  have  traveled  around  the  world  in  the 
last  4  years,  I  have  found  evidence  of  mis¬ 
takes  in  judgment  and  in  administration. 
Whenever  this  happened,  I  took  immediate 
corrective  action  if  within  my  field  of  au¬ 
thority  or  dispatched  recommendations  for 
changes  to  higher  authority. 

Let  me  point  out  that  this  mutual  securi¬ 
ty  program  in  its  magnitude  and  complexity 
is  probably  without  precedent  in  history. 
Certainly,  it  is  much  more  difficult  to  handle 
than  the  lend-lease  program  of  World  War 
II.  The  personnel  of  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment — civilian  and  military — in  Washington 
and  abroad  are  doing  their  best  to  admin¬ 
ister  the  program  efficiently.  We  have  made 
great  progress  in  the  last  9  years — and  admit 
there  is  still  room  for  improvement. 

What  we  cannot  admit  is  that  this  pro¬ 
gram  can  be  materially  reduced  without  en¬ 
dangering  the  entire  foundation  of  the  col¬ 
lective  security  policy  the  United  States  has 
been  following  for  the  last  9  years.  As  I 
said  earlier,  if  this  policy  is  to  be  changed, 
let  us  make  that  change  the  issue  straight¬ 
forwardly. 

I  am  certain  there  is  not  one  citizen  in 
the  United  States  who  wants  war.  There¬ 
fore,  I  am  equally  certain  that  if  all  our 
citizens  understood  the  mutual  security  pro¬ 
gram  for  what  it  is— an  Important  part  of 
our  national  program  to  prevent  war — they 
would  unanimously  vote  for  It. 

Mr.  DIRKSKN.  I  have  only  one  other 
thing  to  say.  I  am  delighted  that  in 
the  military  program  there  was  included 
the  sum  of  $175  million,  which  will  be 
used  to  pay  for  hardware  and  military 
equipment  for  countries  such  as  Saudi 
Arabia,  Venezuela,  and  others.  All  of 
that  money  will  be  repaid  to  the  United 
States  in  due  course.  They  do  not  have 
the  credit  or  the  cash  to  pay  for  that 
equipment,  so  we  must  stake  them  for  a 
while;  but  that  money,  which  is  repre¬ 
sented  in  the  military  estimate  before 
us,  will  be  repaid  in  due  course  to  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

If  we  cut  the  appropriation  for  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  any  further,  it  will  per¬ 
force  have  to  come  out  of  the  weapons 
modernization  program.  There  are 
countries  which  have  no  better  than 
World  War  II  weapons,  and,  I  appre¬ 
hend,  there  are  some  countries  which 
have  weapons  that  even  antedate  World 
War  II.  If  they  are  to  reduce  their 
forces,  then,  of  course,  they  must  be 
equipped  with  the  best  weapons  we  can 
supply  as  a  part  of  the  mutual-security 
program,  which  directs  itself  to  the  se¬ 
curity  and  to  the  survival  and  to  the  well¬ 
being  of  the  United  States  of  America. 
That  is  the  justification  for  it. 

I  trust  that  the  Senate  will  support  the 
committee  position,  which  was  taken  by 
a  vote  of  14  to  7.  If  my  time  has  been 
exhausted,  in  accordance  with  my  un¬ 
derstanding  with  the  majority  leader  I 
am  ready  to  sit  down  and  let  the  vote  be 
taken. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mor¬ 
ton  in  the  chair) .  All  time  for  debate 
has  expired.  The  question  is  on  the 
committee  amendment  on  page  2,  lines 
6  and  7. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  on  page  2,  lines  6  and  7.  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  will  state  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  vote  now 
is  on  the  committee  amendment  on  page 
2,  line  6.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  A  yea  vote 
is  a  vote  for  the  committee  amendment; 
a  nay  vote  is  a  vote  for  the  House  figure. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  A  yea  vote  is  for 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee’s 
figure  of  $1,475,000,000;  a  vote  of  “nay” 
is  a  vote  to  sustain  the  House  figure  of 
$1,250,000,000. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  An¬ 
derson],  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Neely],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  O’Mahoney],  and  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are  absent  on 
oflicial  business. 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Neely]  and  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Spark¬ 
man]  .  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  would  vote  “nay,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Alabama  would 
vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  But¬ 
ler],  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Case],  and  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr.  Capehart]  are  absent  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Butler]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  59, 
nays  28,  as  follows : 

TEAS— 59 

Aiken  Bush  Church 

Allott  Carlson  Clark 

Barrett  Carroll  Cooper 

Beall  Case,  N.  J.  Cotton 

Bennett  Chavez  Dirksen 


Douglas 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Potter 

Flanders 

Kefauver 

Purtell 

Pulbrlght 

Kennedy 

Bevercomb 

Goldwater 

Knowland 

Saltonstall 

Gore 

Kuchel 

Schoeppel 

Green 

Magnuson 

Scott 

Hayden 

Martin,  Iowa 

Smathers 

Hennings 

Martin,  Pa. 

Smith,  Maine 

Hickenlooper 

McNamara 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Hill 

Monroney 

Symington 

Holland 

Morton 

Thye 

Humphrey 

Mundt 

Watkins 

Ives 

Neuberger 

Wiley 

Jackson 

Pastore 

Williams 

Javits 

Payne 

NAYS— 28 

Bible 

Jenner 

Murray 

Bricker 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Robertson 

Byrd 

Kerr 

Russell 

Curtis 

Danger 

Stennls 

Dworshak 

Lausche 

Talmadge 

Eastland 

Long 

Thurmond 

Ellender 

Malone 

Yarborough 

Ervin 

Mansfield 

Young 

Frear 

McClellan 

Hruska 

Morse 

NOT  VOTING— 8 

Anderson 

Capehart 

O’Mahoney 

Bridges 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Sparkman 

Butler 

Neely 

So  the  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  vote  by  which  the 
committee  amendment  was  agreed  to  be 
reconsidered. 

Mr.  KNOWIoAND.  Mr.  President,  T 
move  to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to 
reconsider. ' 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
8/^r00d  to 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

If  there  be  no  further  amendment  to 
be  proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  en¬ 
grossment  of  the  amendments  and  the 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  detain  my  colleague  for  only 
approximately  1  minute  and  a  half,  in 
order  that  I  may  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden], 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  whether 
he  will  be  willing  to  answer  a  question 
in  regard  to  section  102  of  the  bill. 

That  section  now  reads  as  follows: 

Sec.  102.  No  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  act  shall  be  used  for  pub¬ 
licity  or  propaganda  purposes  within  the 
United  States, 

I  have  been  concerned  as  to  whether 
that  language  might  be  construed  as 
preventing  the  Government  agency  from 
giving  information  to  nationwide 
agencies  which  are  interested  in  learn¬ 
ing  about  the  program,  and  thus  might 
prevent  the  American  people  from  know¬ 
ing  what  is  going  on  in  this  agency. 

As  I  read  the  provision,  however,  I  do 
not  believe  that  is  the  intent. 

Will  the  Senator  from  Arizona  state 
the  intent? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  First -of  aU,  this  sec¬ 
tion  came  into  the  biU  as  the  result  of 
ah  amendment  offered  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  of  Representatives.  As 
agreed  to  by  the  House,  the  amendment 
read  as  follows: 

No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained 
In.  this  act  shall  be  used  for  publicity  or 
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propaganda  purposes  not  heretofore  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Congress. 

Our  committee  voted  to  amend  that 
language  by  striking  out  the  words  “not 
heretofore  authorized  by  the  Congress’’ 
and  by  inserting  the  words  “within  the 
United  States.” 

The  committee  did  so  for  the  reason 
that  it  is  obvious  that  this  agency  must 
have  the  right  to  engage  in  some  propa¬ 
ganda  activities  in  foreign  countries. 

I  think  the  statement  by  Mr.  Hol¬ 
lister,  which  appears  on  pages  582  and 
583  of  the  hearings,  probably  answers 
the  question  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  has  asked.  Included  in  the  hear¬ 
ings  is  the  following  statement  by  Mr. 
Hollister; 

We  have,  of  course,  regularly  been  provid¬ 
ing  Information,  as  distinguished  from  prop¬ 
aganda  and  publicity,  to  the  Congress  and 
the  American  public  with  regard  to  the 
mutual-security  program.  This  is  in  accord 
with  the  responsibility  of  Government 
agencies  to  keep  the  public  informed  of  their 
operations  and  of  the  way  in  which  they  are 
using  the  public  funds  entrusted  to  them. 
The  conference  committee  which  adopted 
the  Dworshak  amendment  explicitly  stated 
(H.  Kept.  2031,  82d  Cong.,  p.  18)  that  “there 
should  not  be  any  interference  with  the  sup¬ 
plying  of  full  information  to  the  Congress 
and  to  the  public  concerning  the  operations 
of  the  mutual  security  program.”  Recently 
there  have  been  several  expressions  of  con¬ 
gressional  view  that  a  more  thorough  Job 
should  be  done  of  Informing  the  American 
public  of  what  is  being  done  with  foreign- 
aid  appropriations  and  what  results  are 
being  achieved. 

Also,  activities  are  being  carried  out  to 
disseminate  in  other  countries  Informaitlon 
and  publicity  on  the  mutual  security  pro¬ 
gram.  Congress  has  often  made  clear  its 
intention  that  the  peoples  of  other  countries 
should  be  kept  fully  aware  of  the  assistance 
being  furnished  to  them  by  the  United 
States. 

These  types  of  activity  which  are  now 
being  carried  on  for  supplying  information 
to  the  American  people  and  for  furnishing 
Information  and  publicity  in  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  could,  it  seems  clear,  continue  to  be 
conducted  without  change  under  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  House  provision. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Arizona. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
.there  are  aspects  of  this  military  secu¬ 
rity  bill  which  appear  inconsistent  with 
the  rest  of  administration  policy. 

On  May  14  last,  the  President  went 
before  the  American  people  on  a  national 
telecast  and  urged  with  all  the  author¬ 
ity  of  his  office  that  the  Senate  restore 
reductions  made  by  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  in  the  national  defense 
budget. 

At  that  time  he  said : 

I  earnestly  believe  that  this  defense  budget 
represents,  in  today’s  world,  the  proper  divid¬ 
ing  line  between  national  danger  on  the 
one  hand  and  excessive  expenditures  on  the 
other.  If  it  is  materially  cut,  I  believe  the 
country  would  be  taking  a  fearful  gamble. 

For  myself,  I  have  seen  unwise  military 
cuts  before.  I  have  seen  their  terrible  con¬ 
sequences.  I  am  determined  to  do  all  I  can 
to  see  that  we  do  not  follow  that  foolhardy 
road  again. 

In  this  position  he  was  supported,  later 
on,  before  a  Senate  subcommittee,  by 
every  civilian  and  military  leader  in  the 
Pentagon. 


Accordingly,  the  Senate  restored  most 
of  the  money  he  requested. 

But  only  a  few  weeks  later  the  admin¬ 
istration  said,  “Never  mind” — that  the 
money  was  not  really  needed — thereby 
implying  that  the  President  had  made  a 
mistake. 

Was  this  decision  to  reduce  our  mili¬ 
tary  strength  made  because  of  any  im¬ 
provement  in  world  conditions? 

Was  it  made  because  of  the  steadily 
deteriorating  position  of  the  free  world 
in  the  Middle  East? 

In  that  the  Eisenhower  Middle  East 
doctrine  is  getting  steadily  closer  to  prac¬ 
tical  application — which  would  mean 
the  participation  of  American  forces  in 
that  part  of  the  world — did  it  mean  we 
do  not  now  intend  to  live  up  to  that 
doctrine? 

Was  it  because  the  administration  felt 
that  more  unilateral  disarmament  would 
help  our  bilateral  disarmament  nego¬ 
tiations  which  now  are  going  on  in  Lon¬ 
don  witlj  the  Communists? 

No;  it  was  not  any  o^ihese. 

Because  of  fiscal  ahd  budgetary  rea¬ 
sons,  the  administration  decided  the 
United  States  could  no  longer  afford  to 
maintain  its  current  military  strength. 

In  other  words,  the  richest  Nation  in 
world  history  and  the  only  real  remain¬ 
ing  power  against  the  steady  growth  of 
Communist  aggression  cannot  afford  to 
keep  pace  with  the  Communists  in  de¬ 
fense  preparation. 

So  now,  we  plan,  with  calculation,  to 
pass  over  to  the  Communists  superiority 
in  all  defense  fields  except  our  sm’face 
Navy. 

How  many  Americans  realize  that 
in  1953,  when  this  country  in  effect  had 
an  atomic  monopoly,  we  were  spending 
nearly  14  percent  of  our  gross  national 
product — our  wealth — on  national  de¬ 
fense? 

But  today,  when  most  assuredly  we  no 
longer  have  that  monopoly,  we  are 
spending  less  than  10  percent  of  our 
wealth  for  security;  and  this  administra¬ 
tion  now  plans  to  spend  even  less  than 
that. 

These  were  the  conditions  as  we  found 
them  yesterday  morning. 

Now  a  new  and  important  develop¬ 
ment  has  just  occurred — announcement 
by  the  Soviet  of  their  successful  firing 
of  an  intercontinental  ballistic  missile. 

Many  people  will  say  this  is  just  prop¬ 
aganda — and  no  one  could  ever  dispute 
the  merit  of  that  observation.  To  the 
best  of  our  knowledge,  however,  the 
Soviets  have  never  yet  announced  the 
achievement  of  a  weapon  which  they  did 
not  later  produce  in  quantity. 

Mr.  President,  for  months  a  great 
newspaper,  the  New  York  Herald  Trib¬ 
une,  has  been  pointing  out  the  danger 
incident  to  the  growing  relative  military 
strength  of  the  Communists. 

In  this  connection,  a  front-page  edi¬ 
torial  heading  a  story,  “Moscow  Reports 
Intercontinental  Missile  Success — Test 
Rocket  Said  To  Hit  Target  Area — Rus¬ 
sians  Talk  of  World  Range,”  is  pertinent, 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be 
included  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows; 


Moscow  Reports  Interconttnentai,  Missile 

Success — Test  Rocket  Said  To  Hit  Target 

Area — ^Russians  Talk  op  World  Range 

Russian  success  in  building  an  intercon¬ 
tinental  missile  before  the  United  States 
Eigniflcantly  alters  the  world  power  situation. 
Not  since  the  explosion  of  the  first  Soviet 
H-bomb  in  August  1953  has  Russian  military 
power  taken  such  a  giant  step  forward.  At 
present  there  is  no  defense  against  the  inter¬ 
continental  ballistic  missile  with  an  H-bomb 
in  its  nose.  If  the  Soviets  beat  the  United 
States  into  mass  production  with  these  mis¬ 
siles — an  event  still  several  years  off — the 
Russians  will  be  able  to  use  atomic  blackmail 
on  the  free  world  almost  at  will.  The  balance 
of  terror  is  shifting  to  the  Hast. 

Mr.  SYTVIINGTON.  For  years  many 
of  us  have  been  noting  that  the  Soviets, 
under  the  experience,  knowledge,  and 
drive  of  such  leaders  as  Blagonravov, 
Groettrup,  and  Kapitsa,  have  been  mov¬ 
ing  ahead  in  the  intermediate  range 
ballistic  missile  field.  Now  it  would  ap¬ 
pear  that  they  may  well  be  leading  in 
the  intercontinental  ballistic  missile 
field. 

And  what  is  our  answer?  Because  of 
budget  and  fiscal  considerations,  the  ad¬ 
ministration  recognizes  this,  the  gravest 
threat  ever  faced  by  the  United  States, 
by  slowing  down  our  activities  in  the 
ICBM  field. 

Why?  Because  we  cannot  afford  to  do 
otherwise. 

This  is  the  background  against  which 
we  are  now  being  asked  to  vote  foreign 
military  aid. 

In  January  of  this  year  the  President 
requested  $4.4  billion  of  new  obligational 
authority  for  the  mutual  security  pro¬ 
gram — $2,450  billion  for  military  aid  and 
$1,950  billion  for  economic  aid. 

This  at  that  time  he  called  part  of  a 
“carefully  balanced  budget,  adapted  to 
the  needs  of  the  present  and  the  future.” 

For  reasons  which  are  not  clear,  the 
$4.4  billion  was  later  reduced  to  $4  bil¬ 
lion. 

Then  on  a  nationwide  telecast  last 
May  21,  the  President  made  a  special 
plea  to  the  American  people  in  support 
of  his  foreign  aid  budget.  At  that  time 
he  said: 

In  my  judgment  these  programs  do  more 
than  any  other — dollar  for  dollar — in  secur¬ 
ing  the  safety  of  our  country. 

And  also  asserted  that  to  cut  foreign 
aid  would  be  a  “gamble  with  peace.” 

But  on  May  14  the  President,  just  a 
week  before,  had  said  it  would  be  a  “fear¬ 
ful  gamble”  to  cut  any  of  the  defense 
budget  which  later,  in  July,  he  said  had 
to  be  cut  because  we  could  not  afford  it. 

As  his  fiscal  problems  moilnt,  will  he 
use  this  money  if  the  Congress  appropri¬ 
ates  it? 

Only  time  can  tell. 

The  bookkeeping  on  foreign  aid  could 
not  be  in  more  confusion. 

In  any  case,  much  of  the  money  can¬ 
not  even  be  accounted  for. 

Relying  upon  the  data  furnished  by 
the  administration.  Members  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  have  come  up  with  figures  which 
vary  tremendously  with  respect  to  1957 
carryover  and  the  availability  of  funds 
for  fiscal  year  1958.  In  fact,  they  vary 
from  $93.7  million  of  unobligated  and 
unspent  funds,  to  as  high  as  $10  billion  to 
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$12  billion  of  money  which  will  be  avail¬ 
able  in  the  fiscal  year  1958. 

Just  how  mixed  up  and  unbusinesslike 
can  one  get? 

The  confusion  is  further  compounded 
by  various  contradictory  assertions  as  to 
counterpart  funds,  Public  Law  480  funds, 
economic  development  loans,  military 
funds,  defense  support  funds. 

Nobody  is  really  clear  on  all  the  facts. 

It  is  hard  for  me  to  justify  the  logic 
of  this  administration’s  first  cutting  off 
operating  funds  from  Americans  who 
now  face  the  Communists  in  foreign 
countries,  and  then  adding  hundreds  of 
millions  for  military  aid  to  the  forces  of 
other  countries. 

Two  wrongs  do  not  make  a  right,  how¬ 
ever,  and  because  I  do  not  believe  this 
Nation  can  stand  alone,  I  cannot  bring 
myself  to  vote  to  cut  off  military  assist¬ 
ance  to  our  allies  just  because  compa¬ 
rable  assistance  has  been ,  cut  off  from 
our  own  forces. 

It  is  true  that,  under  current  world 
conditions,  any  strength  not  dominated 
by  communism  should  be  an  advantage 
to  the  United  States. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  on 
that  question  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  Appropriations  Committee  has  done 
a  very  excellent  job  in  preparing  and 
reporting  the  bill.  I  say  that  as  one 
who  had  hoped  there  would  come  from 
the  committee  a  bill  providing  more  than 
the  pending  bill  appropriates.  I  realize 
what  an  uphill  job  the  committee  had 
to  report  the  bill,  even  though  I  would 
have  liked  to  have  had  it  different  in 
some  respects.  Some  items  in  the  bill, 
however,  disturb  me  a  little  bit.  I  no¬ 
tice  the  military-assistance  figure  as  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House  was  raised  by  the 
Senate  committee  $225  million.  I  also 
notice  the  development  loan  fund  was 
raised  $100  million;  that  special  assist¬ 
ance  was  raised  $50  million,  that  the  de¬ 
fense-support  figure  was  raised  $114 
million:  but  that  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  for  technical  cooperation,  or 
technical  assistance,  as  it  is  called,  was 
increased  only  $1,900,000.  I  have  always 
felt  that  we  get  more  for  a  dollar  spent 
on  technical  assistance  than  we  do  from 
any  other  foreign-aid  funds. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  The  reason  for 
that  was  that  the  House  reappropriated 
$12  million,  which  had  not  been  put  into 
the  estimates,  so  that  in  raising  it  $1,- 
900,000  there  has  to  be  taken  into  ac¬ 
count  the  fact  that  the  House  provided 
$12  million  more  than  the  President  had 
requested. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Does  not  the  total 
amount  represent  a  reduction  from  the 
appropriation  of  last  year. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Yes;  it  does. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  regret  that  very  much. 
I  had  hoped  the  committee  would  be 
willing  to  adjust  these  amounts  some¬ 
what  to  add  a  little  more  to  technical 
cooperation,  even  if  it  had  to  deduct  it 


from  one  of  the  other  larger  Increases. 
However,  as  I  say,  I  realize  the  commit¬ 
tee  had  an  uphill  job  to  do  as  well  as  it 
did  do. 

Much  as  I  would  like  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  increase  the  technical 
assistance  appropriation,  I  shall  forbear 
at  this  time,  with  due  regard  to  the  ef¬ 
forts  of  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
the  majority  leader,  the  minority  leader, 
and  other  Senators  who  have  woi’ked  so 
hard  to  get  as  good  a  bill  as  the  one  be¬ 
fore  us. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  reason  it  was 
not  increased,  as  I  said  recently,  was 
that  it  was  one  of  the  programs  in  which 
there  was  a  carryover  of  $174  million. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  hope  there  is  a  suf¬ 
ficient  carryover  so  the  program  will  not 
be  seriously  crippled  this  year. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  the  technical  aid 
program  for  fiscal  year  1957,  $136,620,000 
was  appropriated,  comprised  of  $135  mil¬ 
lion  of  new  money  and  a  reappropria¬ 
tion  of  $1,620,000.  Of  this  amount,  ICA 
was  only  able  to  obligate  $124,567,000, 
leaving  a  total  of  $12,053,000  imobligated 
at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1957. 

For  fiscal  year  1958,  the  House  has  ap¬ 
propriated  a  total  of  $125  million,  com¬ 
prised  of  $113  million  of  new  money  and 
a  reappropriation  of  $12  million.  Thus 
the  amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1958  is  $433,000  more  than  was  used  in 
fiscal  year  1957.  This  amount  should  be 
more  than  adequate  when  an  unexpend¬ 
ed  amount  aggregating  $174  million  is 
available  which  gives  a  total  amount 
available  for  expenditure  in  fiscal  year 
1958  of  $299  million  and  this  to  pay  pri¬ 
marily  for  personal  services. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President^^ - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
make  a  very  brief  statement  of  my  rea¬ 
sons  for  voting  for  the  bill,  though  I 
wish  I  could  vote  for  a  much  better  bill 
than  this.  However,  ever  since  I  have 
been  in  the  Senate,  I  have  supported  the 
principles  and  objectives  of  foreign  aid. 
I  still  stand  for  those  principles  and  ob¬ 
jectives.  This  year  the  choice  I  had  to 
make  up  until  this  point'was  a  choice 
between  alternatives  as  to  amoxints.  I 
have  made  my  major  speeches  on  the 
subject  matter  so  far  as  the  details  of  the 
biU  are  concerned.  I  wish  to  say  again 
that  I  think  the  President  of  the  United 
States  and  the  Secretary  of  State  are 
guilty  of  the  grossest  misrepresentations 
to  the  American  people  in  regard  to  the 
need  for  the  amoimts  involved  in  this 
bill. 

I  think  there  are  in  the  bill  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  of  w^te  which 
ought  to  be  saved  for  the  taxpayers  of 
the  United  States.  I  think  when  the 
taxpayers  come  to  find  odt  the  policy  of 
this  administration,  with  its  incon¬ 
sistencies  and  vacillations  in  the  field  of 
foreign  aid,  they  will  repudiate  the  ad¬ 
ministration.  However,  I  think  that 
foreign  aid  is  needed,  both  economic  and 
military.  As  a  member  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  my  difference  with 
the  Appropriations  Committee  has  been 


over  the  amount  of  money  that  has  been 
recommended. 

However,  I  shall  vote  for  the  bill  on 
final  passage  in  the  hope,  Mr.  President, 
that  the  House  conferees,  as  we  some¬ 
times  say  in  the  Senate  language,  will 
hang  tough  in  conference  and  will  in¬ 
sist  on  the  lower  figure,  because  I  think 
the  Senate  figure  is  entirely  too  high. 
It  will  involve  a  great  waste,  and  a  sav¬ 
ings  should  be  made  for  the  taxpayers. 

I  shall  vote  for  the  bill  because  I  sup¬ 
port  the  principle  of  foreign  aid. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Shall  the  bill  pass?  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  An¬ 
derson],  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Neely],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney],  and  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman] 
are  absent  on  ofiQcial  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Neely],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  O’Maho'ney],  and  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  would  each 
vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Butler],  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Case],  and  the  Senator  from  Indi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Capehart]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Butler]  and  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  62, 


nays  25, 

as  follows: 

YEAS — 62 

Aiken 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Allott 

Hill 

Murray 

Beall 

Holland 

Neuberger 

Bennett 

Humphrey 

Pastore 

Bush 

Ives 

Payne 

Carlson 

Jackson 

Potter 

Carroll 

Javlts 

Purtell 

Case,  N.  J. 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Bevercomb 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

Saltonstall 

Church 

Kennedy 

Schoeppel 

Clark 

Knowland 

Scott 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Smathers 

Cotton 

Lausche 

Smith,  Maine 

Dirksen' 

Magnuson 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Douglas 

Mansfield 

Symington 

Flanders 

Martin,  Iowa 

Thye 

Fulbright 

Martin,  Pa. 

Watkins 

Gore 

McNamara 

Wiley 

Green 

Monroney 

Williams 

Hayden 

Morse 

Yarborough 

Hennings 

Morton 

NAYS— 25 

Barrett 

Frear 

McClellan 

Bible 

Goldwater 

Robertson 

Bricker 

Hruska 

Russell 

Byrd 

Jenner 

Stennls 

Curtis 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Talmadge 

Dworshak 

Kerr 

Thurmond 

Eastland 

Danger 

Young 

Ellender 

Long 

Ervin 

Malone 

NOT  VOTING- 

-8 

Anderson 

Capehart 

O’Mahoney 

Bridges 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Sparkman 

Butier 

Neely 

So  the  bill  (H.  R.  9302)  was  passed. 
Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  bill  was  passed. 
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Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  California  to  lay 
on  the  table  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas  to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ments,  request  a  conference  with  the 
House  of  Representatives  thereon,  and 
that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Hayden, 
Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Chavez,  Mr.  Ellender, 
Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  Saltonstall,  Mr.  Know- 
land,  Mr.  Thye,  and  Mr,  Dirksen  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


BUDGET  REQUESTS  AND  REDUC¬ 
TIONS  THEREOF 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  in  the  regular  appropriation  bills 
which  have  been  submitted,  thei'e  have 
been  budget  estimates  of  $56,048,333,463. 
The  mutual  security  appropriation  bill 
previously  had  a  budget  estimate  of  $4.4 
billion.  The  estimate  for  the  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  was  $1,973,767,- 
827.  The  atomic  energy  appropriation 
bill  had  a  budget  estimate  of  $2,491,- 
625,000.  Those  figures  make  up  a  total 
of  $64,913,726,290  of  budget  estimates. 

As  to  the  appropriations  which  have 
been  granted,  the  regular  appropriation 
bills  have  provided  $52,174,706,259.  The 
mutual  security  appropriation  bill  as  it 
has  passed  the  Senate  now  provides 
$3,025,660,000,  and  the  supplemental  bill 
provides  $1,734,011,945.  The  atomic  en¬ 
ergy  appropriation  bill  provides  $2,323,- 
632,500.  Those  figures  represent  a  total 
of  $59,258,010,704. 

Mr.  President,  this  represents  total 
reductions  from  the  Budget  estimates 
thus  far,  on  the  basis  of  the  action  the 
Senate  has  just  taken,  by  increasing  the 
House  bill  $500  million,  of  $5,655,715,586, 
or  a  percentage  reduction  of  8.7  percent. 
I  want  to  express  the  appreciation  of  the 
Senate  and  the  country  for  the  diligence 
and  painstaking  efforts  of  each  mem^ 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriati^s, 
which  has  considered  all  the  regulap'bills 
plus  the  supplemental  bills. 

I  am  hoping  it  will  be  possibl^o  go  to 
conference  with  the  other  boefy  on  the 
mutual  security  appropriati^  bill,  and 
to  complete  the  action  oiyxhe  last  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  we  will  cqrlsider  this  ses¬ 
sion  during  this  week. 

THE  MAJORITY  LEADER’S 
BI^HDAY 

Mr.  GOLD'V^TER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senat^ir  yield? 

Mr.  JOHT^ON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senat(^from  Arizona. 

Mr.  GOliDWATER.-  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to/thank  the  majority  leader  for 
givins^s  those  figures.  I  consider  that 
thew^epresent  quite  a  birthday  present 
fo^^he  people  of  the  United  States.  I 
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think  it  is  only  proper  that  at  this  time 
we  recognize  that  the  man  who  an¬ 
nounced  that  birthday  present  is  cele¬ 
brating  his  49th  birthday.  The  junior 
Senator  from  Arizona  rises  merely  to  ex¬ 
tend  to  him  happy  birthday  greetings, 
and  to  wish  him  well. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  thank  the 
Senator,  very  much. 

[Applause,  Senators  rising.] 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
it  is  a  privilege  to  serve  in  this  body,  par¬ 
ticularly  with  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  of  the  Senate.  When  he  first  be¬ 
came  majority  leader,  he  was  the  young¬ 
est  majority  leader  in  the  history  of  this 
body.  He  had  a  notable  career  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  before  he  was 
elected  to  the  Senate  by  the  people  of 
Texas  in  a  campaign  which  proved  his 
fighting  qualities — and  campaigns  in 
Texas  are  not  mild. 

I  have  found  him  to  be  a  most  able 
eader  of  the  majority  party.  He  can 
nciliate,  and  does  conciliate,  all  fac- 
tilms,  and  brings  to  the  party  a  truly 
nattpnal  point  of  view  on  the  national 
problems  with  which  we  wrestle  in  this/ 
Chamser. 

I  sp^k  on  behalf  of  the  people^f 
Texas  wf^n  I  say  that  I  regret  th^  he 
is  not  in  'rljxas  today,  because  the^ople 
customarilySgive  the  majority  l^der  a 
great  birthd^party  in  Texas.y^ecause 
of  the  long  se^on,  he  has  r^ained  at 
his  post  of  duty^ere,  and  derived  him¬ 
self  of  the  privil^e  of  ei^ying  a  won¬ 
derful  birthday  pa^y  iryfexas.  He  re¬ 
ceives  probably  th^wftrmest  birthday 
greeting  party  anyow^in  the  State  of 
Texas  receives,  and ^r™ably  the  warm¬ 
est  year  after  yeayanyok^e  has  received 
in  that  State. 

I  join  in  theyCributes  pai?V  and  in  the 
congratulations  and  warm  gl^d  wishes 
extended  ty  the  majority  leiifier,  my 
senior  collogue  from  Texas.  \ 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  th^k  my 
friend  yftom  Texas  and  my  other\col- 
leagiw 

ADDITIONAL  CIRCUIT  AND 
DISTRICT  JUDGES 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  as  a  part  of  my  remarks  excerpts 
from  the  report  of  the  Judicial  Confer¬ 
ence  on  the  Need  for  Additional  Judges 
in  the  Federal  Courts. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  Judicial  Business  of  the  Unitto  States 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second  Circuit 
As  originally  enacted,  the  Judicial  Code  of 
1911  provided  for  4  circuit  judgeships  for  the 
second  circuit  (36  Stat.  1131).  The  number 
was  raised  to  5  by  the  act  of  February  28, 
1929  (45  Stat.  1346)  and  to  6  by  the  act  of 
May  31,  1938  (52  Stat.  584).  The  number  of 
judgeships  has  remained  the  same  since  that 
time.  The  jurisdictional  area  of  the  circuit 
covers  the  States  of  Connecticut,  New  York, 
and  Vermont  which,  according  to  the  1950 
census,  had  a  combined  population  of  17,215,- 
219.  Court  is  held  in  New  York  City. 

From  1941  to  1950  there  was  a  declining 
trend  in  the  cases  filedr  in  this  court.  For 
the  next  4  years  the  number  stabilized  in  the 


vicinity  of  350  cases  a  year,  but  during  th^ 
fiscal  year  1955  there  was  an  Increase  of  al 
most  60  percent  over  the  previous  fiscal  year, 
resulting  in  an  increase  in  pending  ^ses 
from  154  on  June  30,  1954,  to  282  on  the/same 
date  a  year  later.  During  the  fiscal  year 
1956  there  was  some  reduction  in  themumber 
of  cases  commenced.  The  number  of  cases 
terminated  continued  to  increase  however 
and  pending  cases  were  reduce^ by  18.  Tlie 
figures  were:  cases  commen^d  462,  cases 
terminated  480,  and  cases  p^iWlng  at  the  end 
of  the  fiscal  year,  264.  Ir/  the  first  half  of 
the  fiscal  year  1957  coverffig  the  period  from 
July  1  to  December  31';  1956,  the  upward 
trend  has  been  resumed  with  filings  greater 
than  those  in  the  ^rst  half  of  the  record 
fiscal  year  1955.  y 

The  flow  of  c^s  in  the  first  half  of  the 
fiscal  years  1955/1956,  and  1957  in  this  court 
have  been  as  mllows: 


/ 

■  y _ 

Pending 
at  begin¬ 
ning  of 
half  year 
period 

Filed 
July  1 
to 

Dec. 

31 

Termi¬ 
nated 
July  1  to 
Dec.  31 

Pend¬ 
ing  at 
end  of 
half- 
year 
period 

}ySy  1  to  Dec.  31, 
/  1954,._ . 

154 

275 

142 

287 

July  1  to  Dec.  31, 
1955 _ 

282 

224 

174 

332 

July  1  to  Doc.  31, 
1956 . . 

204 

281 

183 

362 

In  the  first  half  of  the  fiscal  year,  which 
includes  the  summer  vacation,  it  is  natural 
for  terminations  to  be  less  than  cases  filed, 
but  a  warning  signal  is  given  when  the  pend¬ 
ing  load  continually  mounts  as  it  is  doing  in 
this  circuit. 

The  figures  for  the  past  16  Y2  years  are 
given  in  table  I,  attached. 

Almost  one-half  of  the  cases  commenced 
in  the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second  Cir¬ 
cuit  are  appeals  from  the  United  States  Dis¬ 
trict  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York,  and  the  number  of  these  filed  annually 
averaged  about  170  cases  from  1950  to  1954, 
but  increased  to  270  in  the  fiscal  year  1955, 
and  was  251  in  1956.  Appeals  from  the  other 
district  courts  have  also  increased.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  table  shows  the  source  of  appeals  for 
the  last  7  years: 

Source  of  appeals  and  original  proceedings 
commenced  in  the  U.  S.  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  2d  circuit  during  the  fiscal  years 
1950  to  1956 

Fiscal  year 


195C 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

T^il  appeals _ 

318 

361 

3.50 

352 

366 

581 

462 

16 

11 

15 

17 

22 

33 

21 

New  York,  Northern..- 

7 

5 

10 

12 

10 

31 

15 

New  York,  eit^ern . 

34 

49 

33 

41! 

39 

76 

65 

186 

177 

165 

167 

159 

270 

251 

New  York,  westVn _ 

15 

11 

7 

19 

19 

28 

15 

4 

2 

2 

3 

3 

8 

6 

The  Tax  Court  of  kbo 

United  States.-. 
National  Labor  Rela^ 

32 

54 

57 

43 

52 

09 

51 

US 

31 

35 

29 

45 

30 

20 

All  other  boards  and 

V 

12 

12 

12 

7 

16 

10 

Original  proceedings _ 

,  9 

14 

7 

10 

14 

8 

From  1950  to  1956  tot^fel  appeals  have  in¬ 
creased  by  45  percent  and^appeais  from  the 
courts  by  42  percent.  During  the  first  half 
of  the  fiscal  year  1957  the  trei^  is  again  up. 

For  the  last  6  years  the  numB^r  of  appeals 
commenced  per  judgeship  in  th^econd  cir¬ 
cuit  has  averaged  69  compared  ^  the  na¬ 
tional  average  per  judgeship  in  \ie  same 
period  of  50. 

The  caseload  per  judgeship  for  eadh  cir¬ 
cuit  since  1941  is  shown  in  table  2,  atta^ed. 
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number  of  cases  filed  per  Judgeship  in 
1955,  1956,  and  the  first  half  of  1957 
wasi^  follows: 

ses  commenced  per  judgeship 


Fiscal  year 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1st  halt 
of  1957 

All  circuits. . 

61 

54 

.■>3 

27 

District  of  Columbia . 

52 

49 

60 

24 

1st . 

\3S 

51 

42 

18 

2(1 . . . 

\l 

97 

77 

47 

3d . . 

3\ 

44 

39 

20 

4th . . - 

70^ 

67 

70 

37 

5th . . . 

73 

\75 

73 

37 

Cth. . 

51 

52 

28 

7th . - . . 

60 

49 

24 

8th . 

33 

3^ 

34 

13 

9th . 

57 

43 

V.  43 

25 

10th . 

42 

48 

\48 

23 

In  the  fiscal  year  1954,  the  seconJV^circuit 
caseload  per  judge  of  61  was  exceed^  only 
by  the  fourth  and  fifth  circuits  and  20 
percent  over  the  national  average  of  51.\ln 
the  fiscal  year  1955,  the  second  circuit  stM 
first  with  an  average  caseload  per  judge  o'* 
97,  almost  80  percent  above  the  national' 
average  of  54.  Again,  in  1956,  the  second 
circuit  was  first  with  77  cases  filed  per  judge 
compared  with  the  national  average  of  53, 
and,  once  again,  in  the  first  half  of  the  fiscal 
year  1957,  It  had  the  largest  number  of  cases 
filed  per  judge,  with  a  caseload  74  percent 
above  the  national  average  and  10  cases 
per  judge  more  than  in  any  other  circuit. 

The  median  from  docketing  to  disposition 
for  this  circuit  compared  with  the  median 
for  all  circuits  since  1942  is  shown  in  table 
3,  attached. 

In  spite  of  the  heavy  load,  including  many 
cases  of  great  Importance,  the  circuit  has 
kept  up  its  excellent  record  of  prompt  dis¬ 
position  of  appeals.  With  the  recent  death 
of  Circuit  Judge  Jerome  Frank,  the  court 
now  has  an  added  handicap  until  the  va¬ 
cancy  is  filled,  particularly  since  Judge 
Frank  was  known  for  the  speed  and  facility 
with  which  his  able  opinions  were  written. 

The  following  table  shows  the  caseload 
per  judge  in  other  circuits  in  the  fiscal  year 
preceding  that  in  which  Congress  created 
additional  judgeships.  In  all  but  one  in¬ 
stance  this  followed  a  recommendation  by 
the  Judicial  Conference  of  the  United 
States : 

Additional  circuit  judgeships  created  by  Con¬ 
gress  since  1939  with  the  caseload  per  judge 
of  the  circuit  in  which  the  judgeship  was 
recommended  during  the  year  preceding 
the  action  by  Congress 


Circuit 

Num¬ 
ber  of 
addi¬ 
tional 
judge- 
ships 

Date  of  act 

4 

/ 

/ 

J 

Caseload 
per  / 
judg^ 
of  caws 
^d 
^ring 
/prcced- 
'  ing 
fiscal 
year 

/ 

r.th . . 

1 

May  /4, 1940 

60 

8th _ _ 

2 

May  24, 1940 

63 

5th . . 

1 

De/  14,  1942 

77 

3-1 _ _ _ 

1 

l^c.  7, 1944 

65 

District  of  Columbia. 

3 

Aug.  3, 1949 

77 

3d _ _ _ 

1 

42 

7th . 

y 

65 

loth . 

54 

6th . 

1 

Feb.  10,1954 

80 

9th . 

''  2 

64 

The  Judicial  Conference  of  the  United 
States  on  March  24,  1955,  in  response  to  a 
request  from  the  Judicial  council  of  the 
second  circuit,  recommended  the  creation  of 
one  additional  circuit  Judgeship  for  this 
court. 

At  a  meeting  In  January  1957  the  circuit 
council  of  the  circuit  voted  to  recommend  2 
additional  circuit  judges  for  this  court  In¬ 
stead  of  1.  The  reason  for  this  is  the  current 
increase  in  the  business  of  the  court,  which 
seems  to  be  in  line  with  the  long-term  trend, 
the  greatly  augmented  strain  under  which 
the  court  has  been  working  during  the  last  2 
years,  and  the  growing  number  of  trials  and, 
thus,  potential  appeals  in  the  district  courts 
of  the  circuit. 

The  following  table  compares  the  cases  per 
judge  filed  in  the  circuit  in  1956  with  the 
average  for  all  circuits,  and  then  on  the  basis 
of  7  judges  for  the  second  circuit  court,  the 
total  for  all  circuits  including  the  2  judge- 
ships  recommended  by  the  Judicial  Con¬ 
ference  (1  for  the  second  circuit  and  1  for 
the  fourth)  and  finally  on  the  basis  of  8^ 
judges  for  the  second  circuit  court  and  for 
the  national  average  the  present  number  of 
judgeships  plus  2  for  the  second  circuit  and 
1  for  the  fourth. 


Table  2. — Cases  commenced  per  judgeship  in 
the  United  States  courts  of  appeals  during 
fiscal  years  1941-56,  by  circuit,  including 
1st  half  of  fiscal  year  1957 

NUMBER  OF  CASES  COMMENCED 


Circuit 

1941 

1942 

1943 

1944 

1945 

1946 

1947 

1949 

Total  all 
circuits... 

56 

57 

53 

53 

46 

45 

47 

61 

District  of 

Columbia.. 

45 

.58 

45 

47 

47 

44 

58 

77 

l.st . . . 

29 

33 

40 

35 

28 

As 

33 

20 

25 

2d _ _ 

89 

84 

83 

99 

TT 

71 

63 

64 

67 

3d . . . 

67 

58 

71 

65 

33 

44 

48 

42 

4th _ 

53 

46 

52 

49  , 

36 

43 

49 

56 

6th _ 

81 

77 

68 

55 

50 

.54 

66 

70 

6th . 

54 

47 

46 

34 

39 

35 

38 

36 

7th . . 

68 

65 

57 

48 

52 

56 

46 

55 

8th . 

47 

40 

W 

36 

30 

39 

23 

27 

29 

9th.. . . 

42 

48 

49 

38 

41 

45 

41 

46 

10th . . 

47 

62, 

Ai 

48 

55 

45 

40 

49 

54 

2d  circuit — 
Number  of — 

All  circuits— 
Number  of— 

Judge- 

ships 

Cases 

Judge¬ 

ships 

Cas^ 

1956 _ \. . 

6 

77 

68^ 

/  53 

1956:  On  the  basX  of  the 
judgeships  rVom- 
mended  by  the  ^di- 
cial  Conference _ 

7 

66 

/ 

1966:  On  the  basis  of  tIVe 
judgeships  reeom\ 
mended  by  the  Judi¬ 
cial  Conference  plus 
an  additional  judge- 
ship  for  the  2 J  circuit. . 

/ 

. 

51 

It  will  be  observed  thaCy^wlth  8  Judges, 
based  on  the  1956  c^es  fil^,  the  second 
circuit  caseload  per  ^dge  is  wll  above  the 
national  average  as  will  bV  seen  from 

table  2,  would  b^  above  the  ca^oad  in  7 
of  the  other  circuits. 

The  recomrnendation  of  the  second^circuit 
council  for  air  eighth  Judge  for  this  court  will 
be  consider^  by  the  Judicial  Conference  of 
the  Unit^  States  when  it  meets  on  Marls 
14  and^,  1957. 

Ees^ctfully  submitted. 

/  Will  Shafroth, 

/  Chief,  Division  of  Procedural  Studies 
/  and  Statistics,  Administrative  Of- 

/  fice  of  the  United  States  Courts. 

February  5,  1957. 

2d  Circuit 
Table  1 


The  1955  cas^ad  of  97  cases  commenced 
per  judge  in  t^  second  circuit  is  larger  than 
that  of  any  qfher  circuit  where  the  creation 
of  judgeshj,ps  was  recommended,  and  the 
1956  caseWad  of  77  cases  per  judge  is  equal 
to  that  gn  the  fifth  and  District  of  Columbia 
circuits,  when  additional  Judgeships  were 
cre^^  for  those  circuits. 


Fiscal  year 

Filed 

Termi¬ 

nated 

Pend¬ 

ing 

Termi¬ 

nations 

after 

hear¬ 

ing 

Termi¬ 

nations 

per 

judge- 

ship 

after 

hearing 

1941.. . . 

533 

548 

142 

408 

68 

1942.. . 

501 

471 

172 

363 

61 

1943 . 

499 

504 

167 

3.38 

56 

1944 . . . 

695 

547 

215 

349 

.58 

1945 . 

406 

520 

161 

380 

63 

1946 . 

425 

450 

136 

296 

49 

1947 . 

378 

386 

128 

269 

45 

1948 . . . 

381 

378 

131 

287 

48 

1949. . 

344 

351 

124 

270 

45 

1950 . 

318 

355 

87 

292 

49 

1951 . . 

361 

319 

129 

268 

45 

1952 . 

350 

349 

130 

286 

48 

1953 . 

352 

359 

113 

296 

49 

1964 . 

306 

825 

154 

264 

44 

1955 . 

581 

453 

282 

349 

68 

1956 . 

40)2 

480 

264 

369 

62 

1957  (1st  half)... 

281 

183 

362 

«  Circuit 

©50 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1st 
half 
of  1957 

Total  aj/cir- 

cuiy_ _ 

44 

46 

47 

50 

51 

54 

53 

27 

Dist»(ct  of  Co- 

lufobia . . 

48 

44 

48 

47 

52 

49 

60 

24 

. . 

22 

27 

27 

28 

35 

51 

42 

18 

63 

60 

58 

69 

61 

97 

77 

47 

. . . 

34 

39 

40 

42 

36 

44 

39 

20 

4th _ _ 

65 

58 

58 

56 

70 

67 

70 

37 

5th . . 

68 

70 

75 

80 

73 

75 

73 

37 

6th . 

40 

38 

38 

61 

51 

53 

52 

28 

7th _ 

46 

39 

34 

43 

50 

48 

49 

24 

8th . . 

26 

32 

34 

33 

33 

37 

34 

13 

9th . . . 

45 

58 

63 

64 

67 

43 

43 

25 

10th . 

32 

39 

38 

32 

42 

48 

48 

23 

Table  Z.— Median  time  interval  in  months 
from  docketing  to  final  disposition  of  cases 
heard  or  submitted,  fiscal  years  1942-56 


Fiscal  year 

2d  circuit 

All  circuits 

1942  . . . . 

3.9 

7.7 

1943  . 

3.3 

6.5 

1944  . 

4.5 

6.5 

1945  . . 

4.3 

7.0 

1946  . 

3.7 

6.8 

1947  . 

3.8 

6.9 

1948  . 

3.5 

6.3 

1949  . - . . 

3.6 

7.1 

1950  ---  . 

3.3 

7.1 

195i  . . 

3.3 

6.7 

1952  . - . 

3.9 

7.3 

1953  . . 

4.3 

7.0 

1954  . . 

4.6 

7. 1 

19,55  . 

5. 1 

7.3 

1966  . 

6.6 

7.4 

IE  Judicial  Business  of  the  United  States 
KTRicT  Court  for  the  Eastern  District 
oi^New  York 

The^  are  six  judgeships  provided  for  the 
United  S^tes  District  Court  for  the  Eastern 
District  ^New  York,  which  has  headquar¬ 
ters  at  Brooklyn.  The  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  embra^s  Staten  Island  and  Long 
Island  and,  c^current  with  the  southern 
district,  the  w^rs  within  Bronx  and  New 
York  counties.  TShe  Judicial  Code  of  1911 
provided  2  judgeNips  for  the  district;  a 
third  judgeship  waK  authorized  as  tempo¬ 
rary  in  1922;  2  more^udgeships  were  pro¬ 
vided  in  1929,  and  in^935  the  temporary 
judgeship  created  in  192\  was  made  perma¬ 
nent  and  a  sixth  judgetoip  was  added. 
There  has  been  no  increasKln  judgeppwer 
for  the  district  In  more  thai^O  years. 

The  civil  business  of  the  court  has  not 
Increased  materially  since  the  p^war  period 
as  shown  in  table  1,  attached,  M^d  in  the 
postwar  period  the  number  of  filJDgs  has 
been  remarkably  steady,  A  slight  ^crease 
in  business  during  the  war  years  w^^ol- 
lowed  by  a  sharp  rise  in  civil  filings  in  xW5, 
1946,  and  1947  as  the  result  of  a  large 
ume  of  price-  and  rent-control  litigatior 
Since  then  the  1,383  civil  cases  filed  in  19481 
and  the  1,384  filed  in  1955  have  been  the  i 
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no  eiwnity  or  bitter  feeling  in  any  way 
towai^^ny  person  in  this  body. 

This^s  been  a  marvelous  education. 
On  Monody  I  took  my  mother,  who  is  83 
years  of  ag^  living  with  a  nurse  and  not 
very  well,  mS(  father  being  dead,  I  took 
her  up  to  seeM^er  relatives.  On  our  re¬ 
turn  trip  she  sJkid,  “You  know,  son,  you 
have  changed  ^eatly  since  being  a 
Member  of  Congr^.”  She  said,  “It  has 
broadened  you.  T^u  seem  to  under¬ 
stand  human  problen^and  people  better 
than  you  understood  ^toem  before  you 
went  to  Washington.”  pother  is  quite 
correct.  They  know  th^  sons.  This 
congressional  life  has  chang^  me.  I  am 
a  different  man  from  when  I.^r rived  in 
Washington.  Human  beings  a  whole 
are  not  bad.  They  are  fundamentally 
decent,  and  if  it  were  not  so  thiKworld 
would  crash  within  24  hours.  I  \now 
that  so  well.  When  I  see  an  actioh. 
which  others  might  look  with  disfayW, 

I  say  to  myself  do  not  be  too  disturbed 
we  are  all  heroes  and  cowards,  saints  and\ 
sinners.  Qualities  and  emotions  are  so 
mixed  up  within  all  of  us;  the  things  we 
do  and  do  not  do.  That  is  true.  We  do 
things  that  we  ought  not  to  do.  We  are 
such  a  mixture.  It  was  for  the  glory  pf 
mankind  and  human  beings  that  thfe 
Creator  made  us  that  way,  because  out 
of  it  develops  real  character. 

So  I  leave  you  with  joy  in  my  heart, 
with  respect  in  my  heart;  not  only  for 
you  as  individuals,  because  you  have 
proven  that  by  your  devotion  to  your 
country,  but  I  also  leave  this  body  with 
respect  for  our  system  of  government, 
the  American  Republic. 

I  wish  all  of  you  well.  If  I  can  serve 
you  in  any  way,  it  will  be  a  joy.  So  I 
say  goodby,  au  revoir,  and  may  God  be 
with  you. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND  ♦ 
REMARKS 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  H.  R. 
7915  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

CONSTRUCTION,  REPAIR,  AND  PRES^ 

ERVATION  OP  CERTAIN  PUBLI 

WORKS  ON  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  ¥  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  prese^  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (S.  2603)  ^amend 
the  act  entitled  “An  act  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  construci^n,  repair, 
and  preservation  of  certaiiypublic  works 
on  rivers  and  harbors,  an^or  other  pur¬ 
poses.” 

The  Clerk  read  the  ^le  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  laAhere  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  §>fotleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Roonei 

Mr.  GROSS.  JvTr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  ob^t,  may  we  have  a  brief 
explanation  this  bill? 

Mr.  ROO^Y.  The  purpose  of  this 
bill  is  to  d^te  certain  language  from  the 
apt  of  Jyne  3,  1896,  limiting  the  width 
betwee^he  pier  and  the  bulkhead  lines 
on  th^outh  shore  of  Gowanus  Creek  in 


my  congressional  district  in  Brooklyn, 
N.  Y.,  and  also  to  limit  the  area  that 
can  be  filled  with  solid  materials. 

Under  the  act  of  June  3,  1896,  the 
width  of  the  piers  between  the  bulkhead 
and  pierhead  lines  on  the  south  shore  of 
Gowanus  Creek  and  Fort  Hamilton  in 
Brooklyn  is  limited  to  300  feet.  There  is 
also  a  limit  upon  the  amount  of  solid  fill 
that  may  be  used  in  the  construction  of 
such  piers.  The  mayor  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  Hon.  Robert  P.  Wagner,  the 
borough  president  of  the  Borough  of 
Brooklyn,  Hon.  John  Cashmore,  and  the 
New  York  City  authorities  are  presently 
engaged  in  planning  a  shipping  terminal 
in  this  area  of  the  Borough  of  Brooklyn. 
The  plan  of  development  determined  to 
be  most  economical  and  practical  would 
be  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of 
the  existing  1856  law. 

The  proposed  plan  provides  for  the 
construction  of  a  pier  700  feet  wide  and 
the  use  of  a  greater  quantity  of  solid  fill 
than  is  allowed  by  the  law.  These  re-> 
'strictive  provisions  are  outmoded  in  view 
o'f  the  nature  of  present-day  terminal 
opVations  and  the  size  of  the  modern 
shij^^which  would  berth  at  the  tei-minal, 

The*pstimated  cost  of  the  proposed  dt 
velopm^t  is  about  $10  million;  wMe 
with  pilevconstruction  for  the  substnic- 
ture,  rath^than  fill,  the  cost  w<^d  be 
about  $4  mhjion  higher.  Leasir^ nego¬ 
tiations  are  now  in  progress.  J^is  new 
terminal  woulmmot  entail  th^ppropri- 
ation  or  use  of  aisiy  Federal  ^nds. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I^r  is  it  Contemplated 
for  it  to  be  an  authprizamon  which  en¬ 
tails  the  use  of  Federifl  funds  in  the 
future? 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Ng/a^.pll.  The  Corps 
of  Army  Engineers i^ve  no  objection  to 
the  pending  bill,  and  the  ^reau  of  the 
Budget  has  no  c>ojection.  \ 

Mr.  Speake^ I  trust  the  House  will 
pass  this  bil^.  2603  which  is  identical 
to  the  proviCons  of  H.  R.  8700  introduced 
by  the  gemleman  from  New  York  JMr. 
BuckleW^ and  H.  R.  8784  introduced^^by 
me.  IMess  we  do,  action  on  this  meiv 
tbriouClegislation  will  be  postponed  untrt, 
nexyyear. 

ir.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows; 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  chapter  314  of  the 
laws  of  1896,  entitled,  “An  act  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers 
and  harbors,  and  for  other  purposes,”  ap¬ 
proved  June  3,  1896,  is  hereby  amended  by 
deleting  therefrom  the  following  paragraph: 

"And  in  order  to  meet  the  demands  of  the 
greatly  enlarged  size  of  vessels,  and  of  in¬ 
creasing  commerce,  it  is  hereby  further  pro¬ 
vided  that  such  piers  as  may  be  built  between 
17th  Street,  on  the  south  shore  of  Gowanus 
Creek,  and  Fort  Hamilton  may  be  constructed 
so  that  so  much  thereof  as  shall  be  between 
the  pier  and  bulkhead  lines  may  be  of  a 
linear  width  not  to  exceed  300  feet,  and, 
whether,  of  that  width  or  of  less  width,  may 
be  filled  with  solid  materials  when  an  equal 
tidal  prism  or  space  to  receive  the  inflow  of 
the  tides  is  provided  in  compensation  there¬ 
for,  behind  the  authorized  bulkhead  line 
and  adjacent  to  said  piers.” 


The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  thirc 
time,  was  read  the  third  time  and  passf 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laidAm 
the  table. 

ABSENCE  OP  AMBASSADORgf  PROM 
THEIR  POSTS 

(Mr.  MORANO  asked  aii^  was  given 
permission  to  address  th^House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and^'extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mp(*^ Speaker,  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  some  of  ouy'Ambassadors  from 
their  posts  has  be^  given  a  lot  of  pub¬ 
licity  recently  asr  a  result  of  hearings 
held  before  a  ^mmittee  of  the  other 
body.  Some  ^commentators  and  even 
public  offici^  who  should  have  known 
better  havernade  extravagant,  and  even 
misleadii^  statements,  on  the  basis  of 
informa^n  supplied  by  the  Department 
of  Sta^  In  several  cases  the  statements 
relief  adversely  on  some  of  our  chiefs 
of  qftission. 

[y  purpose  in  speaking  on  this  subject 
to  put  the  matter  in  proper  perspective, 
particularly  want  to  call  attention  to  a 
few  points  that  have  been  overlooked. 

Chiefs  of  mission  are  excluded  from 
the  provisions  of  the  Annual  and  Sick 
Leave  Act  of  1951,  as  amended.  There¬ 
fore,  the  detailed  leave  records  pertinent 
to  other  officers  and  employees  of  the 
Department  and  the  Foreign  Service 
have  not  been  maintained  for  chiefs  of 
mission.  In  this  connection,  the  statisti¬ 
cal  information  which  forms  the  basis  for 
these  recent  statements  was  compiled 
under  great  haste  in  the  Department 
from  various  bits  and  pieces  of  informa¬ 
tion  it  had  readily  available.  Only  a 
complete  check  at  each  post  abroad 
would  make  possible  a  more  thorough 
statistical  analysis — and  even  then  it 
may  not  always  be  complete. 

It  is  not  possible  to  draw  a  neat  line 
between  official  consultation  and  home 
leave.  Frequently  an  ambassador  re¬ 
turns  to  Washington  for  consultation. 
This  means  he  makes  himself  available 
for  talks  with  Department  officials.  For 
example,  an  ambassador  may  have  an 
appointment  with  the  Secretary  of  State 
oh  Tuesday  morning,  with  the  Under 
Secretary  of  State  on  Thursday  morn¬ 
ing,  a^d  with  officials  of  another  agency 
on  Fidday  afternoon.  Are  the  times 
when  he  has  no  official  appointments 
official  duty  or  vacation?  If  he  visits 
his  dentist^or  doctor  on  Wednesday,  is 
this  vacatiort-  or  sick  leave? 

When  an  Ambassador  is  in  the  United 
States,  whethei*  on  official  duty  or  on 
home  leave,  he  fi;^equently  assumes  the 
responsibility  of  ah,dressing  various  or¬ 
ganizations.  This  is'\an  important  func¬ 
tion  in  public  relatioikand  in  my  judg¬ 
ment  is  an  official  fun^on. 

In  one  case  an  AmbE^Hsador  is  listed 
as  having  an  exti’ordinai^  long  vaca¬ 
tion  period.  It  is  not  gene^lly  known 
that  his  absense  was  made  n^essary  by 
the  critical  illness  of  his  wife\  In  an¬ 
other  case  the  Ambassador  him^lf  re¬ 
quired  extensive  medical  treatmei^  that 
could  only  be  obtained  in  this  couhtry. 

I  offer  these  few  observations  in  \he 
hope  that  before  any  further  charg^^ 
are  made,  the  individuals  making  therm 
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will-take  the  trouble  to  check  thoroughly. 
I  haVp  been  advised  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  6t  State  is  now  requiring  the  posts 
to  for\Ard  periodic  reports  on  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  Chiefs  of  mission.  This  should 
serve  as  a  ft^ture  safeguard  against  those 
who  seek  publicity  at  the  expense  of  our 
representatives,  abroad. 
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ACQUISITION  LAND  BY  NA¬ 

TIONAL  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 

FOR  AERONAUrf^S^S 

Mr.  DURHAM.  Mn\Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  R.  3377)  to 
promote  the  national  defenses^y  author¬ 
izing  the  construction  of  aVonautical 
research  facilities  and  the  acqu^ition  of 
land  by  the  National  Advisory  O^mit- 
tee  for  Aeronautics  necessary  to  nije  ef¬ 
fective  prosecution  of  aeronautica\^e- 
search,  with  Senate  amendments  th^e- 
to,  and  concur  in  the  Senate  amem 
ments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  as  follows : 

Page  2,  line  3,  after  “tunnel,”  insert  "taxi 
strip.” 

Page  2,  line  3,  strike  out  “$8,164,000”  and 
Insert  “$8,914,000.” 

Page  2,  line  20,  strike  out  “$44,700,000” 
and  insert  “$45,450,000.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


SPECIAL  ORDER 


Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the  House 
for  45  minutes  today  following  the 
special  orders  heretofore  entered,  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  my  remarks,  and  include 
extraneous  matter. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas?  \ 

There  was  no  objection. 


FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate, 
by  Mr,  McBride,  one  of  its  clerks,  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  Senate  had  passed, 
with  amendments  in  which  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  the  House  is  requested,  a  bill 
of  the  House  of  the  following  title ; 

H.  R.  9302.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  mutual  security  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  annoimced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  foregoing  bill,  and  requests  a  con¬ 
ference  with  the  House  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon, 
and  appoints  Mr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Russell, 
Mr.  Chavez,  Mr.  Ellender,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr. 
Saltonstall,  Mr.  Knowland,  Mr.  Thye, 
and  Mr.  Dirksen  to  be  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rollcall  No.  215  I  am  carried  as  absent. 
I  was  present  and  answered  “yea.”  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  and  Journal  be  corrected  accor( 
ingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  object!^  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  fronyWis- 
consin? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speak^,  on  roll¬ 
call  No.  215  my  colleague  f^m  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Flood]  is  receded  as  hav¬ 
ing  voted  “yea.”  The  g^tleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Flo^]  is  absent  on 
official  business.  I  aslynnanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  permi^ent  Record  and 


Journal  be  corrected 
The  SPEAKER. 


accordingly, 
s  there  objection  to 


the  request  of  the^entleman  from  PenU' 
sylvania? 

There  was  n/ objection, 


MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  BILL,  1958 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  9302) 
making  appropriations  for  mutual  se¬ 
curity  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  with 
amendments  thereto,  disagree  to  the 
amendments,  and  agree  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana?  [After  a  pause.]  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  appoints  the  fol¬ 
lowing  conferees:  Messrs.  Passman, 
Gary,  Rooney,  Lanham,  Natcher, 
Denton,  Alexander,  Sheppard,  Taber, 
WiGGLEswoRTH,  FoRD,  and  Miller  of 
Maryland. 

THE  HOME  POjiET  OF  THE^  .  S.  S. 

“RANGER”  SPOULD  BE  BI  CMER- 

TON 

(Mr.  PEL^  asked  and  was  given  p<  ■ 
mission  to^xtend  his  remarks  at  tl 
point  in  tke  Record.) 

Mr.  :MLLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  page 
A7050  ^  the  Congressional  Record  Ap¬ 
pendix*;  under  an  extension  of  remarks  of 
Moi^ay,  August  26,  1957,  my  good  friend 
andr  highly  imaginative  colleague  from 
18th  District  of  California,  which  in- 
ludes  Long  Beach  [Mr.  Hosmer],  quotes 
j'a  columnist,  Virginia  Kelly.  Who  Miss 
Kelly  is  or  where  her  column  appears  I 
do  not  know;  but  she  enters  into  the 
field  of  naval  strategy,  and  suggests  that 
the  new  Forrestal  class  carrier,  U.  S.  S. 
Ranger,  be  homeported  at  Long  Beach 
because  of  operational  and  flying  con¬ 
ditions,  alleged  better  living  conditions 
for  Navy  families,  and  because  of  the 
drydocking  facilities  there.  Miss  Kelly’s 
article  compares  Long  Beach  with  San 
Francisco  and  the  Puget  Sound  Naval 
Shipyard  at  Bremerton,  Wash  . 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  in  inserting  Miss  Kelly’s  state¬ 
ment  indicates  that  in  his  opinion  Long 
Beach  should  stand  at  the  top  of  the 
selection  list.  His  extension  of  remarks 
has  a  title,  “U.  S.  S.  Ranger  West  Coast 
Home  Port;  Why  Not  Long  Beach?” 


The  gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr.i 
Pelly]  whose  congressional  district 
eludes  the  Puget  Soimd  Naval  Shipyai 
will  give  the  gentleman  an  answer^It 
is  contained  in  the  general  debate  on 
authorizing  construction  and  coi^rsion 
of  certain  naval  vessels  under >aate  of 
February  1,  1956.  This  will  be^ound  in 
volume  102,  part  2,  on  page^l837  and 
1838  of  the  Congressional  jfecoRD,  84th 
Congress,  2d  session. 

Reference  to  the  debata^ill  show  that 
the  gentleman  from  ly^a,  [Mr.  Gross! 
raised  the  p>oint  of  di^ersal  of  aircraft 
carriers  and  stated  ta&t  he  had  received 
a  clipping  from  ^Constituent  with  a 
Chicago  Tribune  ^ture  page  under  date 
of  December  21^955,  showing  the  car¬ 
riers  Hornet,  /Princeton,  Shangri-La, 
Lexington,  P^ippme  Sea,  and  Wasp — 
all  bei-thed  ^ithin  an  area  of  about  2 
miles  in  thf  harbor  of  San  Diego.  The 
gentlemarnrom  Iowa  quotes  correspond¬ 
ence  heynad  had  with  the  Secretary  of 
Defen^  and  concluded  with  some  com- 
ment^^f  his  own  with  which  I  at  that 
timeragreed,  namely  that  such  an  undue 
courcentration  of  our  combat  vessels  was 
open  invitation  to  an  enemy  to  de- 
roy  the  backbone  of  our-  entire  fleet 
with  one  bomb. 

In  turn,  as  the  record  will  show,  the 
very  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Vinson],  con¬ 
gratulated  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gross]  in  calling  this  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  committee,  and  agreed  with 
everything  he  said.  The  gentleman 
from  Georgia  said  he  could  see  no  reason 
why  aircraft  carriers  could  not  be 
berthed  at  Bremerton,  Himters  Point, 
or  San  Pedro  rather  than  concentrating 
all  at  the  port  of  San  Diego.  He  said 
the  point  was  well  taken,  and  the  De¬ 
partment  should  not,  under  any  circum¬ 
stances,  berth  the  aircraft  carriers  all 
in  one  port  at  any  one  time. 

I  recommend,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Hos¬ 
mer]  read  the  entire  discussion  on  dis¬ 
persal  contained  in  these  pages  of  the 
Congressional  Record  to  which  I  have 
.referred.  And  likewise  I  recommend  the 
reful  reading  of  these  pages  to  the 
umnist,  Virginia  Kelly,  because  al- 
reaHy  there  are  a  great  many  combat 
vess^  home  ported  at  Long  Beach,  and 
in  faeVy^our  entire  Pacific  Fleet,  and  I 
have  exWessed  this  view  for  a  long  time, 
is  not  prroerly  dispersed.  We  always 
will  be  taiaing  a  calculated  risk  until 
such  time  assthe  suggestion  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from 'Georgia  [Mr.  Vinson]  is 
put  into  effect  wd  the  other  west-coast 
locations  are  utuized. 

As  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Hosmer]  kno'^  so  well,  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  new  dry^pek  especially  de¬ 
signed  for  ForresfaZ-typ^  carriers  is  due 
to  commence  early  in  195^t  Bremerton. 
Most  logically  the  U.  S.  S.  Ranger  should 
be  homeported  in  BremertoK  and  under 
date  of  August  15,  1957,  I  wWe  to  the 
Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  Adnk  Arleigh 
Burke,  urging  the  Bremerton  section. 

Dispersal  is  no  new  idea  as  far\s  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  >Mr. 
Pelly]  is  concerned.  When  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gross]  in  1956 
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1. 


.or 


and  Insular  Adairs  Committee  and  the  Public 
with  amendnBnbs  ^  Res*  148,  to  prescribe  pro- 


lAND-WATER  RESOURCES.  The  Inte 
Works  Committee  jointly  repopl^ed 

cedures  and  contents  for  replorts  to  the  Senate  by  executive  agencies  with 
respect  to  proposed  projeoH^s  for  conservation  and  de^lopment  of  land  and  water 
resources  (S.  Rept.  1154)*  P*  14809—* 

FAR?'i  PROORAl'io  Sen*  I'lajftin,  Iowa,  defended  the  record  of  tlk  Eisenhower  admini¬ 
stration  in  connect/n  TJith  the  farm  program  and  set  forth  ^complishments  on 
this  matter*  pp©  ^24881-4 

3,  WOOL  PR0GRAJ5.  ^n*  Barrett  and  others  explained  the  problems  of  'bl^  sheep 

industry  and /e  Wool  Act  of  1954,  and  recommended  extension  of  tM  Act  at  the 
next  sessio/of  Congress*  pp»  14867-81 

4*  BUDGETINGS  Sen.  EUender  objected  to  procedures  for  the  Budget  Bureau  t\ 
restricjp  apportionments  to  levels  which  will  result  in  obligations  below  vhe 
inten/of  Congress  at  the  time  the  appropriations  were  made.  pp.  14849-50\. 

Sen.  Byrd  inserted  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  explainihg 
th©' narrow  margin  between  the  public  debt  and  the  statutory  debt  limit,  and  thst^ 


unergency*'*  pp,  14864-5 


5«  GRAIN  STANDARDS.  Sen.  Hunphrey  inserted  an  editorial  recommending  reapprai; 
the  possible  USDA  change  from  the  bushel  to  the  hundredweight  as  a  unit  o. 
grain\iieasure,  and  the  Senator  requested  that  CSS  not  adopt  the  new  pr ordure 
without>v further  study  and  consultation  with  the  trading  groups®  p.  14M3 


1  of 


6,  RESEARCH, 
of  the  Co] 
Purposes • 


lendations 

trial 


7.  FORESTRY. 


en.  Thye  spoke  in  favor  of  So  2306,  to  carry  out  the  reo 
_ssion  on  Increased  Use  of  Agricultural  Pi-oducts  for  Inj 

p'^^  14821-2 

The  Apiculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  withprt  amendment 


H.  Ro  7900,  to  pOTmit  USDA  to  sell  to  individuals  land  in  Ot'^wa  County,  Mich, 


which  was  acquire dspursuant  to  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jopes  Farm  Tenant  Act 
(S,  Repto  1155 )e  A  14809 

This  Committee  r^orted  without  amendment  H*  R,  580,^o  authorize  exchan^s^j:^ 
with  Missouri  of  certain  lands  in  the  Clark  and  Mark  Tw^rln- National  Forests 
(S.  Repb.  1156).  p.  14309 


8.  POULTRY.  Sen.  Cotton  inserted  a  N«  H.  Poultry  Cr'owe/s  Assn®  resolution  opposing' 
"Government  controls  or  inte^erence  in  the  poultry/industry  except  in  a  research 
capacity®"  p*  14809 


INTEREST  RATES.  Sen.  Neuberger  d^id  increased  interest  rates  have  restricted 
the  economy  of  lumber  and  sawmilTstowns  in  O^gon.  p.  14817 

Sen.  Martin,  Pa.,  stated  thatXu,  S.  ii^rest  rates  are  lower  than  in  m*ost 
countries  and  that  the  world-wide  i^reaspin  interest  rates  is  the  result  of 
"cheap  money."  pp,  14820-1 


10, 


CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Hun^jhrey  inserted jk  Xesolution  by  the  Michigan  United  Con¬ 
servation  Clubs  favoring  S.  871,  whj^h  p^vides  for  a  conservation-study  com¬ 
mission  and  Youth  Conservation  Corx^s.  pp\l4843~4 


llo  PUBLIC  WORKS  Committee  submitted/its  summary  activities,  including  amendments 
to  the  Lease-Purchase  Act  and  approvals  of  presets  under  the  Watershed  Protec¬ 
tion  and  Flood  Prevention  Act4  pp.  14817-20 


12.  CIVIL  RIGHTS.  Continued  dei^te  on  the  compromise  ciyil  rights  bill,  H.  R.  6127. 

pp.  14808,  14826>— 62,  14885—900 


ilQIJSE. 


13. 


ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS.  yConcurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  tdvH.R.  8030,  to 
eliminate  the  requ^ement  that  notice  of  intent  not  to  plaKt  the  full  acreage 
allotment  must  b^filed  with  the  county  committee  in  order  for  a  farmer  to 
receive  credit  TOr  future  acreage  allotment  purposes.  The  bf\l  counts  the 
acreage  underp^nted  in  1956  if  the  committee  was  notified,  do¥s  not  count 
acreage  rele^ed  under  surrender  and  reapportionment  provisions /s^nd  applies 
the  bill  to/Bll  alloted  crops.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  theNpresident. 
p.  14779 


14.  FOREIGN  AID.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.R.  9302,  the  1958mutual 
security  appropriation  bill  '(Rt*.  Rept.  1268).  pp.  1^799-800, 


X. 


15.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  without  nniondnient  ll, Con;Re9.  175,  to  state  a  code  of  et 
for  Government  employees.  p.  14785 


85th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OE  KEPKESENTATIVES  j  Kepor't 
1st  Session  f  |  No.  1268 


MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958 


August  28,  1957. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  PASSM.A.N,  from  tho  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  9302] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  9302) 
making  appropriations  for  Mutual  Security  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free 
conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  aiul  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  1,  6,  7,  8, 
9,  10,  13,  14,  16,  19,  20,  21,  and  22. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  numbered  5,  11,  and  12,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert 
•$1 ,340,000,000;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  a,n  amendment  as 
follows ; 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  ,  to  remain 
available  until  December  31, 1958,;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  4 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  4,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 
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In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  until 
December  31,  1958,;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  Numbered  17; 

Tliat  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  17,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  out  and  inserted  by  said  amendment 
insert :  within  the  United  States  not  heretofore  authorized  by  the  Congress. ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  18: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows; 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  out  by  said  amendment,  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

Sec.  106.  Except  for  the  appropriations  entitled  “Special  assistance, 
general  authorization”  and  “Development  loan  fund”,  not  more  than  20 
per  centum  of  any  appropriation  item  made  available  by  this  Act  shall 
be  obligated  andjor  reserved  during  the  last  month  of  availability. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendment 
numbered  15. 

Otto  E.  Passman, 

J.  Vaughan  Gary, 

John  J.  Rooney, 

Henderson  Lanham, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

Winfield  K.  Denton, 

Harry  R.  Sheppard, 

John  Taber, 

R.  B.  Wiggles  WORTH, 

Gerald  R.  Ford,  Jr., 

Edward  T.  Miller, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Carl  Hayden, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

Dennis  Chavez, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Lister  Hill, 

Leverett  Saltonstall  (except 
as  to  amendment  No.  19), 

William  F.  Knowland  (except 
as  to  amendment  No.  19), 

Edward  J.  Thye 
Everett  M.  Dirksen, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  9302)  making  appropriations  for  Alutual  Security 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 
Submit  the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference 
report  as  to  each  of  such  amendments,  namely: 

MU'FUAL  SECURITY 
Funds  Appropriated  to  the  President 

MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 

Amendment  No.  1 :  Deletes  Senate  proposal  authorizing  the 
purchase  of  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only. 

Amendment  No.  2:  Appropriates  $1,340,000,000  instead  of 
$1,250,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $1,475,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  3  and  4:  Insert  language  making  “Military 
assistance”  appropriations  available  until  December  31,  1958. 

DEFENSE  SUPPORT 

Amendment  No.  5:  Appropriates  $689,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $585,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  6:  Deletes  vSenate  language  making  the  “Defense 
support”  appropriation  available  until  expended. 

Amendment  No.  7:  Provides  $40,000,000  for  Spain  as  proposed  by 
the  House  instead  of  $35,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

DEVELOPMENT  LOAN  FUND 

Amendment  No.  8:  Appropriates  $300,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $400,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

TECHNICAL  COOPERATION 

Amendment  No.  9:  Appropriates  $113,000,000  for  technical  co¬ 
operation  under  section  304  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of 
$114,900,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  10:  Deletes  Senate  language  making  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  technical  cooperation  under  section  304  available  until 
expended. 

Amendment  No.  11:  Deletes  House  language  resti’icting  the  United 
States  contribution  to  the  United  Nations  technical  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  calendar  year  1958  to  33.33  percent. 
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OTHER  PROGRAMS 


Anu'iulment  No.  12:  Appropriatos  $225,000,000  for  special  assist¬ 
ance  authorized  by  section  400  (a)  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $175,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  conferees  are  agreed 
that  not  less  than  $20,000,000  of  this  appropriation  sliall  be  for  Latin 

America.  ,  ^ 

Amendment  No.  13:  Provides  not  less  than  $10,000,000  for  Guate¬ 
mala  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $7,500,000  as  proposed  by 

the  Senate.  .  . 

Amendment  No.  14:  Deletes  -Senate  language  appropriating 
$20,000,000  for  special  assistance  in  Latin  America. 

Amendment  No.  15:  Reported  in  disagreement. 


i 


DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 


Amendment  No.  16:  Deletes  Senate  language  authorizing  transfer 
of  funds  to  other  appropriations  of  the  Department  of  State. 


GENERAL  PROVISIONS 


Amendment  No.  17:  Restores  House  language  relative  to  use  of 
appropriations  for  publicity  and  propaganda  purposes  with  perfecting 
language  of  the  Senate.  .  . 

Amendment  No.  18:  Restores  House  language  restricting  the  obli¬ 
gation  and  reservation  of  funds  with  perfecting  language. 

Amendment  No.  19:  Restores  House  language  prohibiting  the  use 
of  funds  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  first  sentence  of  section  400 
(c)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended. 

Amendments  Nos.  20,  21  and  22:  Restore  section  numbers  as  carried 


in  House  bUl. 


Otto  E.  Passman, 

J.  Vaughan  Gary, 
John  J.  Rooney, 
Henderson  Lanham, 
William  H.  Natcher, 
Winfield  K.  Denton, 
Harry  R.  Sheppard, 
John  Taber, 

R.  B.  WiGGLESWORTH, 

Gerald  R.  Ford,  Jr., 
Edward  T.  Miller, 


i 


Managei's  on  the  Part  of  the  Hovse. 
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consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  109)  to 
inco^orate  the  Jewish  War  Veterans, 
U.  S.  National  Memorial,  Inc. 
The^erk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  sfeAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  w^no  objection. 

The  Clei’k  i^d  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enactea^  etc.,  That  the  following- 
named  persons,  wit :  William  Berman, 
Portland,  Maine;  Joseph  Gilman,  Manches¬ 
ter,  N.  H.;  Capt.  Lc^ls  Albrand,  Burlington, 
Vt.;  Mrs.  Ethel  CoheipyProvldence,  R.  I.;  Paul 
Robin,  Providence,  R.  iS.  Fred  S.  Harris,  Meri¬ 
den,  Conn.;  Edward  EWtick,  New  Haven, 
Conn.;  William  Carmen,  ^ston.  Mass.;  Mrs. 
Sarah  Stone,  Boston,  Mas^  Harry  D.  Hen- 
shel.  New  York,  N.  Y.;  Capt.  Joshua  Goldberg, 
United  States  Navy,  New  Yo^^,  N.  Y.;  Sol 
Masch,  New  York,  N.  Y.;  gam  Slutsky, 
Peekskill,  N.  Y.;  I.  T.  Rockmanl^arrlsburg, 
Pa.;  Harry  Schaffer,  Pittsburgh,  Dr.  Da¬ 
vid  Coyne,  Hoboken,  N.  J.;  EdwarcL  Nappen, 
Atlantic  City,  N.  J.;  Howard  M.  Bsjk,  Wil¬ 
mington,  Del.;  Samuel  Michaelson,^^alti- 
more,  Md.;  Louis  E.  Spiegler,  Washineton, 

D.  C.;  Joseph  F.  Barr,  Washington,  D^C.; 
Joseph  A.  Reshefsky,  Portsmouth,  Va. 
ward  Leyton,  High  Point,  N.  C.;  Dr.  Har 
Appell,  Charleston,  S.  C.;  Harry  Harrison) 
Atlanta,  Ga.;  Paul  Ginsberg,  Atlanta,  Ga.; 
Harry  Cohen,  Miami  Beach,  Fla.;  Louis  B. 
Lepp,  Birmingham,  Ala.;  Philip  Katz,  Louis¬ 
ville,  Ky.;  Dr.  Yale  Burke,  South  Bend,  Ind.; 
Harry  T.  Madison,  Detroit,  Mich.;  William 
Bobier,  Cleveland,  Ohio;  Samuel  Shaikewitz, 
St.  Louis,  Mo.;  Maj.  Gen.  Julius  Klein,  Chi¬ 
cago,  Ill.;  Nathan  Rakita,  Milwaukee,  Wis.; 
Myer  Dorfman,  St.  Paul,  Minn.;  Hyman 
Greenspan,  Dallas,  Tex.;  Harold  Freeman, 
Phoenix,  Ariz.;  Harry  Pells,  Denver,  Colo.; 
Hy  Weltzman,  San  Barnardino,  Calif.;  Don 
Kapner,  Seattle,  Wash.;  Sherman  Z.  Lipstein, 
Omaha,  Nebr.;  William  Stern,  Fargo,  N.  Dak.; 
David  A.  Baitch,  Portland,  Oreg.;  and  their 
associates  and  successors,  are  hereby  created 
a  body  corporate  by  the  name  of  “Jewish  War 
Veterans,  U.  S.  A.,  National  Memorial,  Inc.” 
j  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “corpora¬ 
tion”)  . 

Sec.  2.  The  object,  purposes,  and  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  corporation  shall  be — 

(a)  to  maintain  and  conduct  a  national 
memorial  and  museum  dedicated  to  and 
commemorating  the  service  and  sacrifice  of 
Americans  of  the  Jewish  faith,  and  especially 
those  who  died,  in  the  armed  services  of  the 
United  States  during  a  period  of  war; 

(b)  ,to  acquire  and  maintain  the  necessary 

building  or  buildings  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  for  the  purpose  of  housing  the/'' 
said  national  memorial  museum  as 
the  national  headquarters  of  the  Jewish  r 
Veterans  of  the  United  States  of  Ami 
and  the  national  headquarters  of  t: 
tional  Ladies’  Auxiliary,  Jewish  Vet¬ 

erans  of  the  United  States  of  Arnica,  and 
the  utilization  of  the  facilities  of  sjifch  build¬ 
ing  or  buildings  and  the  said  najrfunal  head-i 
quarters  to  gather,  collate,  ediy^ublish,  and 
exhibit  the  memorabilia,  datq.f  records,  mili¬ 
tary  awards,  decorations,  ciyftions,  et  cetera, 
for  the  purposes  of  preser^ng  the  memories 
and  records  of  patriotic  ^vice  performed  by 
men  and  women  of  ttyt  Jewish  faith  while 
in  the  armed  services  jM  the  United  States  of 
America  in  time  of  vytt'; 

(c)  to  do  all  such  acts  as  are  necessary 
or  convenient  to ^tain  the  objects  and  pur¬ 
poses  here  in  sjn  forth,  to  the  same  extent 
and  as  fully  ag  any  natural  person  could  or 
might  do,  aHH  as  are  not  forbidden  by  law 
or  by  this y^rtificate  of  Incorporation  or  by 
the  bylawg  of  this  corporation,  inciuding  the 
power  tomorrow  money; 

(d)  a  nonprofit  corporation,  none  of 
the  income  of  which  shall  accrue  to  any 
mender  as  such,  to  purchase,  lease,  sell, 

rtgage,  hold,  receive  by  gift,  devise  or 


bequest,  or  otherwise  acquire  or  dispose  of 
such  real  or  personal  property  as  may  be 
necessary  to  the  purposes  of  this  corporation; 

(e)  to  accept  gifts  inter  vivos,  bequests, 
benefactions,  or  property,  real  or  personal  of 
any  kind  or  nature  deemed  pertinent  or  use¬ 
ful  by  the  said  corporation  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  forward  the  objectives  herein 
stated; 

(f)  to  have  offices  within  or  without  the 
District  of  Columbia  and  promote  and  carry 
on  its  objects  and  purposes  in  the  States  or 
Territories  of  the  United  States;  and 

(g)  to  have  perpetual  succession  and 
power — 

( 1 )  to  sue  and  be  sued; 

(2)  to  adopt  and  alter  a  corporate  seal; 

(3)  to  adopt  bylaws  not  Inconsistent  with 
law; 

(4)  to  adopt  emblems  and  badges,  and 
have  the  sole  and  exclusive  right  to  the  use 
thereof;  and 

(5)  to  do  all  and  any  things  and  acts 
necessary  and  proper  to  carry  into  effect  the 
purposes  of  the  corporation. 

Sec.  3.  The  corporation  shall  acquire  any 
or  all  of  the  assets  of  the  existing  organiza¬ 
tion  created  under  the  laws  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  known  as  “Jewish  War  Vet¬ 
erans,  U.  S.  A.,  National  Memorial,  Inc.”, 
upon  discharging  or  satisfactorily  providing^ 
for  the  payment  and  discharge  of  all  it 
labilities. 

Sec.  4.  The  governing  body  of  the  corppta- 
ti&n  shall  consist  of  a  board  of  trusteesywho 
sh^  be  elected  by  the  national  executive 
comndttee,  Jewish  War  Veterans  /of  the 
UnitectStates  of  America,  from  thynaember- 
shlp  orV  the  Jewish  War  Vetera/fs,  United 
States  oKAmeriqa,  and  the  National  Ladies 
Auxiliary ,\ewish  War  Veteran^f  the  United 
States  of  America,  for  sucly^erms,  and  in 
such  number  as  shall  be  /fecided  upon  by 
the  said  naticmal  executive  committee.  The 
meetings  of  su^  board yu  trustees,  and  the 
procedure  there^  shay  be  pursuant  to  the 
decision  of  the  sAd  ^ard  of  trustees. 

Sec.  5.  On  or  beqwe  the  1st  day  of  April 
of  each  year,  the  oOTtooration  hereby  created 
shall  make  and  transmit  to  the  Congress,  a 
report  of  its  prOceedin^for  the  year  ending 
December  31  preceding,  including  a  full,  com¬ 
plete,  and  i^mized  repo\  of  receipts  and 
expendituMf  of  any  kind.  TBaid  report  shall 
be  printeJi  M  a  public  document. 

Sec.  6,^*The  right  to  alter,  an\end,  or  repeal 
this  agt  is  hereby  expressly  re^rved. 

bill  was  ordered  to  be^n^rossed 
read  a  third  time,  was  readme  third 
e,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  t^econ- 
'sider  was  laid  on  the  table.  \ 


$1  million,  nor  to  the  Issuance  of  notes  of  X 
maturity  of  2  years  or  less  and  aggregating 
not  more  than  $200,000,  which  notes  ae^e- 
gating  such  amount  including  all  outsfend- 
ing  obligations  maturing  in  2  years yor  less 
may  be  issued  without  reference  to  JO\e  per¬ 
centage  which  said  amounts  bear  to  the 
total  amount  of  outstanding  ysecurities'; 
and” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  thep^  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  g^tleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objeotion. 

The  Senate  amencjment  was  concurred 
in.  / 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table.  / 


CENTENNI/dj  OP  THE  BIRTH  OP 
TH^DORE  ROOSEVELT 

Mr.  ID’BRIEN  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speal^,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for 
the  hnmediate  consideration  of  the  joint 
res^ution  (S.  J.  Res.  18)  to  authorize 
aj^  request  the  President  to  issue  a 
iroclamation  in  connection  with  the 
'centennial  of  the  birth  of  Theodore 
Roosevelt. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  joint 
resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  the  joint  resolution  as 
follows : 

Resolved,  etc.  That  the  joint  resolution  en¬ 
titled  “Joint  resolution  to  establish  a  com¬ 
mission  for  the  celebration  of  the  one  hun¬ 
dredth  anniversary  of  the  birth  of  Theodore 
Roosevelt,”  approved  July  28,  1955  (69  Stat. 
348),  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  9.  The  President  is  authorized  and 
requested  to  issue  a  proclamation,  inviting 
the  people  of  the  United  States  to  observe 
the  centennial  anniversary  of  the  birth  of 
Theodore  Roosevelt,  which  will  occur  in 
1958,  with  appropriate  ceremonies  and  ac¬ 
tivities  during  that  year.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  joint  resolution  was  ordered  to  be 
read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


TO  PREVENT  THE  USE  OP  ARBI¬ 
TRARY  STOCK  P^  VALUES 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.\peaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  3625)  to 
amend  section  214  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act,  as  amended,  to  prevent  the 
use  of  arbitrary  stock  par  values  to  evade 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  juris¬ 
diction,  with  a  Senate  amendment  there¬ 
to,  and  concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  tpill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amejjd- 
ment,  as  follows :  ^ 

Page  1,  strike  out  lines  6  to  9,  Inclusive, 
and  Insert; 

“(1)  changing  the  proviso  In  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  to  read  ‘Provided,  however.  That  said 
provisions  shall  not  apply  to  such  carriers  or 
corporations  where  the  value  of  capital  stock 
or  principal  amount  of  other  securities  to  be 
Issued,  together  with  the  value  of  capital 
stock  and  principal  amount  of  other  secur- 
ties  then  outstanding,  does  not  exceed 


COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
\pn  Rules  may  have  imtil  midnight  to¬ 
night  to  file  certain  reports. 

7he  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the^  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mis^sippi? 

Th^  was  no  objection. 


MUTUAL  SECURITY 

Mr.  PASSMAN  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1268) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
9302)  making  appropriations  for  mutual  se¬ 
curity  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1958,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows; 
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That  the  Senate  recede  from  Its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  1,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  13,  14,  16, 
19.  20,  21,  and  22. 

That  the  House  recede  from  Its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  5.  11  and  12,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  Its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  2.  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$1,340,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  to  remain  available  un¬ 
til  December  31,  1958”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  4:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  mombered  4,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “imtil  December  31, 
1958”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  17 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  17,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  out  and  in¬ 
serted  by  said  amendment,  insert  “within 
the  United  States  not  heretofore  authorized 
by  the  Congress”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  18:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
Restore  the  matter  stricken  out  by  said 
amendment,  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  106.  Except  for  the  appropriations 
entitled  ‘Special  assistance,  general  authori¬ 
zation’  and  ‘Development  loan  fund’,  not 
more  than  20  per  centum  of  any  appropria¬ 
tion  item  made  available  by  -this  Act  shall 
be  obligated  and/or  reserved  during  the  last 
month  of  availability. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in 
disagreement  amendment  numbered  15. 
Otto  E.  Passman, 

J.  Vaughan  Gary, 

John  J.  Rooney, 

Henderson  Lanham, 

Wn,LlAM  H.  Natcher, 
Winfield  K.  Denton, 

Harry  R.  Sheppard, 

John  Taber, 

R.  B.  Wiggles  WORTH, 

Gerald  R.  Ford,  Jr., 

Edward  T.  Miller, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Carl  Hayden, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

Dennis  Chavez, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Lister  Hill, 

Leverett  Saltonstall 
(except  as  to  No.  19) , 
William  H.  Knowland 
(except  as  to  No.  19), 
Everett  J.  Thye, 

Everett  M.  Dirksen, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  9302)  making 
appropriations  for  mutual  security  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  for 
other  purposes,  submit  the  following  state¬ 
ment  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  and  recotnmended  in  the 
accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each 
of  such  amendments,  namely; 


MUTUAL  SECURITY 

Funds  appropriated  to  the  President 
Military  Assistance 

Amendment  No.  1 :  Deletes  Senate  pro¬ 
posal  authorizing  the  purchase  of  passenger 
motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only. 

Amendment  No.  2:  Appropriates  $1,340.- 
000.000  instead  of  $1,250,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $1,475,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  3  and  4 :  Insert  language 
making  military  assistance  appropriations 
available  until  December  31,  1958. 

Defense  Support 

Amendment  No.  5:  Appropriates  $689,000,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$585,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  6:  Deletes  Senate  lan¬ 
guage  making  the  defense  support  appro¬ 
priation  available  until  expended. 

Amendment  No.  7:  Provides  $49,000,000 
for  Spain  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead 
of  $35,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Development  Loan  Fund 

Amendment  No.  8:  Appropriates  $300,000,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of 
$400,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Technical  Cooperation 

Amendment  No.  9;  Appropriates  $113,000.- 
000  for  technical  cooperation  under  section 
304  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of 
$114,900,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  10:  Deletes  Senate  lan¬ 
guage  making  the  appropriation  for  technical 
cooperation  under  section  304  available  until 
expended. 

Amendment  No.  11:  Deletes  House  lan¬ 
guage  restricting  the  United  States  contri¬ 
bution  to  the  United  Nations  technical  as¬ 
sistance  program  for  the  calendar  year  1958 
to  33.33  per  centum. 

Other  Programs 

Amendment  No.  12:  Appropriates  $225,000,- 
000  for  special  assistance  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  400  (a)  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in¬ 
stead  of  $175,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House.  The  conferees  are  agreed  that  not 
less  than  $20,000,000  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  for  Latin  America. 

Amendment  No.  13;  Provides  not  less  than 
$10,000,000  for  Guatemala  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $7,500,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  14:  Deletes  Senate  lan¬ 
guage  appropriating  $20,000,000  for  special 
assistance  in  Latin  America. 

Amendment  No.  15:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Department  of  State 

Amendment  No.  16:  Deletes  Senate  lan¬ 
guage  authorizing  transfer  of  funds  to  other 
appropriations  of  the  Department  of  State. 

^  General  Provisions 

Amendment  No.  17;  Restores  House  lan¬ 
guage  relative  to  use  of  appropriations  for 
publicity  and  propaganda  purposes  with  per¬ 
fecting  language  of  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  18:  Restores  House  lan¬ 
guage  restricting  the  obligation  and  reserva¬ 
tion  of  funds  with  perfecting  language. 

Amendment  No.  19:  Restores  House  lan¬ 
guage  prohibiting  the  use  of  funds  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  the  first  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  400  (c)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended. 

Amendments  Nos.  20,  21  and  22:  Restore 
section  numbers  as  carried  in  House  bill. 

Otto  E.  Passman, 

J.  Vaughan  Gary, 

John  J.  Rooney, 

Henderson  Lanham, 
William  H.  Natcher, 
Winfield  K.  Denton, 

Harry  R.  Sheppard, 

John  Taber, 

R.  B.  WIGGLESWORTH, 

Gerald  R.  Ford,  Jr., 

Edward  T.  Miller, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


POSTAL  SAVINGS  SYSTEM 

(Mr.  MARSHALL  asked  and  was  given 
rmission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
nute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
rel^arks.) 

r.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
ApAl  3  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  favorably  reported  H.  R. 
5883\a  bill  to  provide  for  the  orderly 
and  (Economical  discontinuance  of  the 
PostalXSavings  System.  This  action  fol¬ 
lowed  hearings  on  a  number  of  bills,  in- 
cludingXone  of  my  own,  to  end  this  out-/ 
moded  ^d  costly  service  of  Government/ 
Some  of\us  were  disappointed  that  tl 
bill  as  reported  did  not  provide  f(^r 
faster  liquidation  since  deposits  are 
dining  rabidly  and  there  is  ample 
dence  that  many  accoimts  exist  only  be¬ 
cause  they  ihave  been  forgotten  or/are 
regarded  as\too  insignificant  for  /ein- 
vestment  or  deposit  in  other  saving  fa¬ 
cilities. 

Favorable  imports  on  the  legislation 
have  been  recaved  from  the  Po^  Office 
Department,  tne  Comptrolier  (Jeneral, 
and  the  Treasury  Department.  /  In  ad¬ 
dition,  the  reporlt  on  business  ^terprise 
made  by  the  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Executive  Brand/  (Hoover 
Commission)  in  IVmy  1955  recSmniended 
liquidation  of  the  service. 

While  the  bill  wil\  not  comfe  before  us 
in  these  closing  days  of  thfe  session,  I 
want  to  urge  MembOTs  of  me  House  to 
look  into  the  situation  in  tneir  own  dis¬ 
tricts  after  adjournment.  /  The  pattern 
is  the  same  in  virtually  emry  post  office 
in  the  Nation.  Deposits/are  declining. 
‘Withdrawals  are  contimling  at  an  ac¬ 
celerated  rate  as  interea  rates  increase 
pn  savings  bond  and  other  savings  pro¬ 
grams.  Post  offices  are  wasting  time  on 
his  needless  banking  i*ntWe  that  could 
letter  be  devoted  to  thp  mall  service.  It 
:  s  my  hope  that  Mergers  m  the  House 
■  /ill  solicit  the  views  /of  the  postmasters 
ho  are  familiar  wah  the  atuation  in 
eir  communities  since  I  amVconvinced 
at  they  will  thenffecognize  me  impor- 
,nce  of  discontinuing  this  unnecessary 
tivity. 

ansas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
yield? 
iL.  I  yield, 
nsas.  I  just  v.%nt  to 
entleman  for  the  yfifort 
securing  the  approval  of 


Mr.  REES  of 
i^ill  the  gentlema 
Mr.  MARSH/ 
Mr.  REES  of  , 
(jommend  the 
1  le  has  made  ir 


the  legislatior 
1  erred. 


to  which  he  has  jus 


:  NINETEEN /HUNDRED  AND  FI 
SEVEN  WORLD’S  CONSERVATld 
EXPOSipON  AND  PLOWING  CO! 
TESTS, /PEEBLES,  OHIO 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  order  \ 
■f  the  Hpuse,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  P09K]  is  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

I  (Mr.  POLK  asked  and  was  given  per- 
jmission)  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks 
/and  include  extraneous  matter.) 

I  Mr.  FOLK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  asked 
f  for  tMs  time  to  tell  the  Members  of  the 
j  Hous/  about  the  World  Conservation  Ex- 
I  posil/on  ^d  Plowing  Contests  which  will 
i  be  held  in  Ohio  on  September  17,  18,  19, 

I  an®  20,  1957.  The  location  of  the  con- 
j  tes/s  is  near  Peebles  in  Adams  County, 
r  TT^  county  is  a  part  of  the  district  I 
have  the  privilege  of  representing. 
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1,  ITOTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1958,  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 
this  bill,  H,  R.  9302,  by  a  vote  of  59  to  19,  and  acted  on  amendmentK  in 
disagreement,  pp.  15047-51 


2,  CIVIL  RIGHTS.  By  a  votey4f  60  to  15,  agreed  to  the  l^ouse  amendments  to  the 

Senate  amendments  to  R,  6127,  the  civil  rights  bi!^.  This  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President,  pp,  14949-15025,  15P34-46 

COTTON  DISPOSAL,  iteceived  from  GSA  a  proposed  notice  of  aNproposed  disposition 
from  the  nation^  stockpile  of  approximately  134,384^900  poVmds  of  extra  long 
staple  cottory/to  Government  Operations  Committee,  pp.  15027^ 

The  repwt  was  also  received  in  the  House j  to  Armed  Services  Committee, 

pp.  1494^ 

4,  ELECTRISATION,  Sen.  Murray  inserted  a  resolution  from  a  Rural  Electric  Assn, 
expre^ing  confidence  in  REA  Administrator  Hamil,  pp,  15029—30 

&RIATI0NS,  Sen,  Johnson  inserted  and  discussed  a  statement  showing  r,^uc- 
flons  below  the  budget,  p,  15051 

PERSONNEL,  By  a  vote  of  74  to  2,  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S,  2377, 
amend  the  law  regavding  prodnotnoii  of  atatemenfcs  and  reports  of  witnesses, 

15052-6 
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7.  CCMJITTEES.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R*  8508,  to  permit  certain  counties 


11*  INFLATION,  Sen,  Martiiy.  Pa,,  spoke  on  the  dangers  of  inf ion,  p,  15070 


12,  STATEHOOD,  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  imported  with  amendments 
S,  49,  to  provide  stateho^  for  Alaska  (S,  Kept,  116^,  and  S,  50,  to  provide 
statehood  for  Hawaii  (S,  R^t,  1164),  p,  15074  / 


13*  RECLAMATION;  MONOPOLIES,  Agre^  to  resolutions  for  printing  as  documents 

certain  material  relating  to  tl^^  Central  Valle v/fjro^ect  and  the  history  of  the 
monopoly  prohLem,  p,  1506l  \  V 

14.  DATE  OF  CONVENING,  Passed  without  a^^ndmenVH,  J,  Res,  453,  providing  that  the 
2d  regular  session  of  the  85th  Congr^s  shall  begin  at  noon  on  Tues,,  Jan,  7, 
1958,  This  measure  will  now  be  sent  t^jwie  President, 


15.  FORESTRY.  The  House  Government  Operations  Coamittee,  in  its  Sixteenth  Report, 
on  ’’Army- Interior  Reservoir  Land  Acquisition  Policy,”  (H.Rept.  1185), 
recommends  that:  /  \  i 

“The  Department  of  the  kxy^ ^  the  Department^f  Agriculture,  and  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  shield  jointly  study,  ^d  report  back  to  this 
committee  not  later  than  March  1,  1958,  as  to  the  [^cticability  of  effecting 
exchanges  of  Government  forest  lands  for  private  for^t  lands  acquired  for 
reservoir  projects.  In  My  such  exchange  procedure,  tKe  agency  having  primary  ^ 
jurisdiction  over  the  p^lic  forest  land  should  have  thw^rigltto  determine  | 

whether  or  not  the  exMange  should  be  made;  the  exchange  should  adequately 
protect  watersheds  anra  public  hunting  and  fishing;  only  co^arable  types  of  j 
forest  lands  shoul^be  exchanged,  and  only  on  the  basis  of  e^al  values;  | 

timberlands  in  pavks,  wildlife  refuges,  and  military  and  IndiM  reservations  ) 


protected  by  such  other  conditions  as  may  be  necessary.”  \ 

16.  BUDGET.'  Repj/Abernethy  criticized  the  administration's  budget  and  said  that 
fiscal  year  1959  budget  should  be  reduced  now,  while  it  is  in  the  ma^ng. 


17.  T  ke  regarding  the  problems  of  the  textile  indu 

glslatlon  which  would  make  cotton  available  t 


them  to  regain  their  share  of  the  world  mark 
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prosecuting  attorney  of  Hamilton 
ounty,  as  a  judge  on  the  State  supreme 
urt  at  the  age  of  32,  as  Solicitor  Gen¬ 
eric  of  the  United  States,  and  as  a  Fed- 
erm  circuit  judge,  the  recognition  of  his 
judicial  abilities  was  ably  demonstrated. 

His.  readiness  to  serve  his  country,  and 
his  ability  to  grasp  new  responsibilities 
was  shown  by  his  appointment  to  be 
presidem  of  the  Philippine  Commission, 
under  Resident  Theodore  Roosevelt. 
His  succeWul  leadership  in  establishing 
democratia  principles  in  the  Philippines 
brought  him  personal  acclaim  and  the 
admiration  ^  the  citizens  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines. 

In  recognitiJin  of  his  talents.  President 
Roosevelt  namted  Taft  as  Secretary  of 
War  in  his  Caninet  and  in  1909,  the 
people  elected  hm  to  the  highest  office 
in  the  land,  the  1^'esidency. 

As  President,  T^t  gave  the  Nation  a 
conservative  and  s^nd  administration. 
Legislation  to  control,monopolies  was  en¬ 
acted  and  the  Department  of  Labor  was 
established.  His  admimstration  was  one 
of  peace  and  prosperitj 

In  1921,  he  again  wa^called  to  serve 
his  country  as  Chief  justice  of  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  and  in  this 
office  he  found  the  climactrc  satisfaction 
of  a  mind  devoted  to  the  legVl  profession 
and  dedicated  to  public  servite. 

Citizens  of  Ohio,  of  all  pontical  per¬ 
suasions  are  mindful  of  President  Taft’s 
life  of  service  and  alpng  with  me  illus¬ 
trious  name  of  the  late  SenatoA  Robert 
Taft,  will  long  be  remembered  in  Ohio 
as  a  name  synonymous  of  public  ^rvice 
and  dedication  to  the  common  wWfare 
of  our  beloved  country.  \ 

It  is  my  sincere  hope  that  this  cenran- 
nial  anniversary  of  President  Tart’s 
birth  will  be  fittingly  remembered  by  t^ 
citizens,  not  only  of  Ohio,  but  by  all 
Americans.  \ 

■  ■  I  . .  I 

MUTUAL  SECURI'TY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1958— CONFERENCE  RE¬ 
PORT 

Ml'.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]  has  waited  for 
some  time  to  call  up  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  mutual  security  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  I  wish  to  congratulate  him  on 
his  diligence  and  great  effort  to  produce 
effective  appropriation  bills,  and  to  cur¬ 
tail  expenditures  in  our  Government.  I 
hope  the  report  may  be  considered  at 
this  time,  and  that  it  may  be  adopted. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  9302)  making 
appropriations  for  mutual  security  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and 
for  other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  ’The  report 
will  be  read  for  the  information  of  the 
Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  August  28,  1957,  pp.  14799- 
14300,  Congressional  Record.) 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob- 
jjection  to  the  pi-esent  consideration  of 
ithe  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
•President,  some  weeks  ago  I  watched 
Jwith  some  interest  the  panel  discussion 
by  Mrs.  Clare  Boothe  Luce  and  Edward 
R.  Murrow  following  Mr.  Murrow’s  tele¬ 
vision  interview  with  Tito. 

Having  served  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
]  sentatives  with  Mrs.  Luce,  I  wrote  her  my 
j  opinion  of  what  I  thought  was  a  brilliant 
I  analysis  of  the  Tito  interview.  Subse- 
f-quently  she  wrote  me  and  enclosed  a 
;copy  of  a  letter  which  she  had  sent  to 
Sthe  New  York  Times.  That  letter  was 
I  published  in  the  New  York  Times  of 
j  Sunday,  July  28,  1957.  It  is  a  very  scin- 
jtillating  analysis  of  the  Tito  interview. 
[  Because  of  its  application  to  our  foreign 
•  aid  policy  and  our  relations  with  Yugo- 
r  slavia,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
‘  letter  of  Mrs.  Luce  be  printed  in  the 
!  Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my 
'  remarks. 

I  There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
I  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
I  as  follows: 

t  Tito’s  Policies  Assessed  :  Threat  to  Soviet 
I  Empire  Seen  in  Ideological  Differences 
f  (Note. — The  writer  of  the  following  letter, 
playwright  and  former  Member  of  Congress, 
served  until  recently  as  United  States  Am¬ 
bassador  to  Italy.) 

To  the  Editor  of  the  New  York  Times; 

On  June  30  I  participated  in  the  panel  dis- 
I  cussion  which  followed  Edward  R.  Murrow’s 
I  televised  interview  with  Tito. 

Since  that  time  a  steady  stream  of  letters 
has  crossed  my  desk,  many  commending  the 
points  I  sought  to  make  in  the  interview, 
some  contending  that  any  optimistic  view  of 
Tito’s  regime  or  any  attempt  to  justify 
United  States  policy  toward  Yugoslavia  con¬ 
stituted  a  complete  endorsement  of  his  dic- 
itatorship. 

Nothing  I  said  was  meant  to  justify  the 
persecution  of  Roman  Catholicism  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  and  of  such  leaders  as  Cardinal  Step- 
inac,  or  Tito’s  suppression  of  free  speech  and 
the  imprisonment  of  Djilas,  which  continue 
throughout  history  to  be  very  black  marks 
against  Tito. 

Rather,  I  sought  to  Isolate  those  elements 
in  Tito’s  policies  which  can  give  all  freemen 
some  hope  that  the  Soviet  imperium  is 
breaking  up,  and  that  communism  Itself  as 
an  ideology  is  doomed  to  failure  for  the  very 
simple  reason  that,  put  into  practice,  it  must 
continuously  lose  out,  especially  in  economic 
competition  with  free  countries. 

differences  about  communism 

As  the  interview  unfolded,  while  Tito  con¬ 
tinued  to  play  down  the  size  of  the  ideologi¬ 
cal  differences  between  communism  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia  and  in  the  Soviet  Union,  it  became 
more  and  more  evident  that  they  are  not 
only  big,  they  are  tremendous,  and  that  if 
Tito  himself  did  not  play  them  down  he 
might  be  inviting  a  serious  rupture  with 
Moscow  on  the  grounds  of  ideological 
heresies.  For  they  are  not  only  differences 
of  a  practical  order  between  two  Communist 
nations.  They  are  theoretical  differences 
about  communism  itself. 

It  also  became  evident  during  the  inter¬ 
view  that  Tito  was  equally  aware  that  if 
his  heresies  were  to  be  too  openly  embraced 
and  too  swiftly  put  into  action  by  the  east¬ 
ern  satellites  they  could  lead  Poland,  Czecho¬ 
slovakia,  and  Rumania  into  open  conflict 
with  the  Soviet  Union,  a  conflict  which  would 


result  either  in  their  sharing  the  tragic  fate 
of  Hungary  or  in  opening  a  third  world  war. 

In  the  panel  discussion  that  followed  the 
Interview,  I  sought  to  define  Tito’s  ideological 
heresies : 

First,  the  right  of  a  Communist  country 
to  national  independence  from  Moscow.  It 
is  the  exercise  of  this  right  by  any  nation 
under  Kremlin  control  that  has  come  to  be 
called  Titoism.  Tito’s  contention,  that  Com¬ 
munist  states  should  be  equal  and  sovereign, 
flies,  if  not  in  the  face  of  classic  Marxism, 
certainly  in  the  face  of  Lenin  communism, 
as  interpreted  by  the  Kremlin’s  ideological 
exegetes. 

satellites’  independence 

Tito  first  raised  it  in  1948,  when  he  in¬ 
sisted  that  he  and  the  leaders  he  chose  would 
run  Yugoslavia  and  kicked  all  Russian 
stooges  out  of  his  country.  Since  that  time 
Tito  has  been  more  or  less  continually  rais¬ 
ing  the  question  not  only  of  the  independ¬ 
ence  of  Yugoslavia  but  of  all  the  satellites. 

Speaking  of  recent  events  in  Poland,  Tito 
said,  “I  think  Poland  is  striving  to  go  along 
its  own  path.  •  •  •  Sinr^  the  time  when 
Gomulka  came  into  power,  Poland  has  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  setting  its  internal  problem  *  »  • 
[this]  has  a  positive  influence  on  neighbor¬ 
ing  countries.” 

Tito  then  made  it  clear  that  what  he 
feared  during  the  Hungarian  revolution  was 
not  that  Hungary  should  acquire  independ¬ 
ence,  but  that  the  struggle  if  carried  too  far 
too  fast  (which  happened)  must  result  in 
Soviet  armed  intervention  (which  happened) . 

He  repeatedly  stressed  that,  while  he  was 
firmly  for  the  independence  of  all  the  satel¬ 
lites,  they  must  make  haste  slowly,  since 
there  was  a  real  risk  of  a  third  world  war 
if  complete  independence  were  sought  too 
rapidly,  and  especially  if  the  independence 
movement  openly  included  the  desire  to  get 
rid  of  not  only  the  Soviet  politicians  but 
of  communism  as  well,  which  happened  in 
Hungary. 

agreement  with  mao’s  views 

His  insistence  on  his  own  independence 
and  the  eventual  independence  of  his  satel¬ 
lite  neighbors  is  the  first  great  heresy  of  Tito. 
This  heresy  threatens  Moscow  with  the 
breakup  of  its  western  empire. 

Moreover,  the  interview  made  it  plain  that 
Tito  is  encouraging  and  applauding  expres¬ 
sions  of  this  same  heresy  in  the  Far  East. 
Referring  to  Mao  Tse-tung’s  recent  speech, 
which  struck  a  distinctly  Titolst  note  or  two, 
Tito  said,  “Mao  Tse-tung  said  many  things 
which  could  be  classed  as  new.  *  •  •  I  am 
pleased  that  our  views  •  •  *  are  to  a  great 
extent  identical.” 

The  second  hersey  of  Tito  is  the  assertion 
of  the  theoretical  right  of  an  independent 
Communist  nation  to  create  not  only  its  own 
foreign  policies  but  its  own  political  and 
economic  institutions.  This  right  is.  of 
course,  the  inescapable  corollary  of  the  right 
to  national  independence.  But  it  strikes 
at  the  very  heart  of  the  Marx-Lenin  dogrna 
that  communism  must  develop  everywhere, 
in  every  nation,  according  to  the  party  line 
as  given  by  Moscow. 

Consequently  Titoism  threatens  to  disrupt 
not  only  the  physical  control  of  the  Soviet 
Union  over  the  satellites,  but  its  Ideological 
control  over  Communist  parties  within  every 
nation.  Including  the  capitalist  nations. 
The  denial  of  the  Kremlin’s  teaching  and 
the  Kremlin’s  authority  to  teach  is,  by  the 
standards  of  all  Communists  up  to  now,  a 
heresy  of  a  major  order. 

Tlie  last,  and  perhaps  in  the  long  run  the 
most  dangerous,  heresy  of  Tito  is  the  new 
emphasis  he  is  giving  to  the  decentralization 
of  economic  and  political  processes  within 
his  country. 

In  the  practical  application  of  his  theoreti¬ 
cal  right  to  develop  socialism  according  to 
the  specific  needs  of  his  country  Tito  has  al- 
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ready  created  economic  and  political  Insti¬ 
tutions  unique  In  the  Communist  world. 

Collectivization  of  the  farms  was  aban¬ 
doned  some  years  ago.  And,  "already  a  few 
years  ago,”  said  Tito,  "we  have  passed  to 
a  •  *  •  wide  decentralization  of  govern¬ 
ment  In  the  economic  as  well  as  the  admin¬ 
istrative  field.  One  of  the  most  pronounced 
characteristics  of  our  system  is  the  handing 
over  of  the  factories  to  the  workers’  self- 
government.  Then  the  creation  of  the  com¬ 
munes  •  •  *  a  new  internal  administrative 
organization.” 

TENET  OF  DEMOCRACY 

These  processes  Tito  defends  as  a  new 
form  of  socialism.  But  whatever  name  Tito 
chooses  to  call  these  processes  of  decentral¬ 
ization,  the  ICremlin  itself  cannot  be  de¬ 
ceived;  decentralization  of  political  and 
economic  power  is  the  major  tenet  of  ix>- 
litical  and  economic  democracy  in  capital¬ 
istic  western  countries. 

Tito  has  far  to  go  before  he  ranks  as  more 
than  a  very  lukewarm  fellow-traveler  of 
capitalism.  He  will  never,  in  his  own  time, 
willingly  become  less  than  a  copaplete 
dictator. 

But  the  real  question  decentralization 
raises  Is  that  Tito’s  present  long-range  aim, 
the  diffusion  of  political  power  and  eco¬ 
nomic  wealth — is  in  fact  if  not  in  theory 
the  very  aim  of  what  President  Eisenhower 
calls  "people’s  capitalism.” 

Both  American  idealism  and  American 
pragmatism  should  dictate  to  the  United 
States  to  be  patient  with  ’Tito  when  he  In¬ 
sists  on  describing  this  slow  Yugoslav  evo¬ 
lution  toward  western-style  sovereign  polit¬ 
ical  and  economic  democracy  as  communism. 
A  rose  by  any  other  name  will  smell  as  sweet. 

Clare  Boothe  Luce. 

Kidgefield,  Conn.,  July  19,  1957. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  appeal  to  Members 
of  the  Senate  to  let  us  completeviction 
on  the  conference  report  on  the  mutual 
security  appropriation  bill.  I  should  like 
to  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  so  that  Members  will 
know  that  we  will  vote  on  it  very  shortly, 
I  now  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  wish  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  a  very  brief 
question.  Amendment  No.  17  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  the  mutual  security 
appropriation  bill  refers  to  section  102  of 
the  bill,  having  to  do  with  publicity  and 
propaganda.  It  is  my  imderstanding 
there  was  no  intent  on  the  part  of  the 
conferees  in  redrafting  the  section  to 
change  the  basic  law  concerning  pub¬ 
licity  and  propaganda  in  the  mutual  se¬ 
curity  program.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  That  is  correct.  The 
basic  law  on  this  subject,  known  as  the 
Dworshak  amendment,  was  adopted  to 
the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1952. 

The  conference  report  which  referred 
to  the  Dworshak  amendment  contained 
a  paragraph  which  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  placed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

Without  objection,  the  paragraph 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  committee  of  conference  recognized 
the  desirability  of  preventing  any  use  of 


funds  for  propaganda  In  support  of  the  mu¬ 
tual  security  program.  At  the  same  time 
there  should  not  be  any  Interference  with 
the  supplying  of  full  information  to  the 
Congress  and  to  the  public  concerning  the 
operations  of  the  mutual  security  program. 
The  committee  of  conference  believes  that  it 
is  possible  for  those  responsible  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  to 
maintain  a  sharp  distinction  between  prop¬ 
aganda  and  the  supplying  of  information  as 
to  the  results  attained  under  the  program, 
and  that  this  section  of  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  should  not  interfere  with  the  recog¬ 
nized  procedures  for  keeping  the  public  and 
the  Congress  informed.  ^ 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  The  new  section  102 
underlines  the  purpose  of  the  Dwor¬ 
shak  amendment  that  no  funds  shall  be 
used  for  propaganda  within  the  United 
States.  It  is  not  intended  to  prohibit 
and  it  does  not  prohibit  the  President  or 
the  International  Cooperation  Adminis¬ 
tration  or  the  Departments  of  State  and 
Defense  from  giving  the  American  people 
information  about  the  operations  of 
those  agencies  or  the  uses  to  which  they 
are  putting  the  money  appropriated  for 
the  mutual  security  program  or  what 
the  American  people  are  getting  for 
their  money. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Texas  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  Arizona  a  question. 

I  notice  from  the  report,  amendment 
No.  14  eliminates  the  appropriation  of 
$20  million  by  the  Senate  for  the  Latin 
American  Economic- Development  Fund. 
,As  to  amendment  No.  12  it  is  stated, 
"The  conferees  are  agreed  that  not  less 
than  $20  million  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  for  Latin  America.”  Was  it 
the  feeling  of  the  conferees  that  the  $20 
million  which  was  stricken  in  amend¬ 
ment  No.  14  would  be  taken  from  the^ 
special  assistance  fund,  as  provided  in 
section  400  (a)  ? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Thereby  even  more 
than  $20  million  would  be  available, 
whereas  originally  not  more  than  $20 
million  would  be  available. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  In  view  of  the  ac¬ 
tion  of  the  conferees,  is  it  the  belief  of 
the  conferees  and  of  the  Senator  that 
the  $20  million  can  be  used  in  the  same 
fashion  as  originally  contemplated  by 
the  provisions  of  section  400  (b)  ? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Yes. 

Mr^MATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  statement 
I  have  prepared  in  connection  with  this 
amendment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Smathers 

I  cannot  help  but  express  a  keen  sense  of 
disappointment  over  the  conference  report 
on  the  foreign  aid  appropriations  bill,  though 
I  recognize  that  our  Senate  conferees  fought 
valiantly  for  the  measure  as  passed  by  the 
Senate. 

In  the  mutual  security  authorization  bill,  I 
was  successful  in  getting  the  Senate  Foreign. 
Relations  Committee  to  recommend  and  the 


Senate  to  adopt  an  amendment  which  I  pro¬ 
posed  setting  up  a  Special  Economic  De¬ 
velopment  Fund  for  Latin  America  in  the 
amount  of  $25  million.  The  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  recommended  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $20  million  and  the  Senate 
agreed  to  the  recommendation  by  giving  it 
overwhelming  support.  The  funds  under 
this  program  were  to  be  utilized  for  the  pur-' 
pose  of  promoting  health,  education,  sani¬ 
tation,  and  land  resettlement  projects  in 
Latin  America  on  a  90  fjercent  loan  basis. 
It  was  no  give  away  or  handout  proposal. 
Last  year  the  Congress  provided  $15  million 
for  this  purpose  and  the  good  will  engen¬ 
dered  by  the  program  which  was  started  Is 
inestimable.  It  was  a  program  which  the 
Latin  Americans  long  sought  from  its  good 
neighbor,  the  United  States.  It  was  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  made  it  possible  for  otur  Latin 
American  friends  to  maintain  their  own  self- 
respect. 

The  House,  on  the  other  hand,  though  it 
It  accepted  the  authorization  measure,  failed 
to  appropriate  any  funds  for  this  worthwhile 
constructive  program.  ’Though  recognizing 
that  the  House  was  operating  under  an  at- , 
mosphere  of  economy,  I  cannot  help  but  be¬ 
lieve  that  they  failed  to  fully  realize  the  full 
beneficial  effect  of  this  program  in  our  rela¬ 
tions  with  Latin  America.  Knowing  of  the 
many  friends  which  Latin  America  has  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  I  am  still  hopeful 
that  in  a  future  supplemental  appropriations 
bill  they  will  see  fit  to  correct  what  I  believe 
to  be  an  uniiitentional  and  harmful  mistake 
with  respect  to  our  relations  with  our  good 
neighbors  to  •  the  south. 

From  my  understanding  of  the  conference 
report,  some  ground  was  held  by  our  con¬ 
ferees.  I  would  now  like  to  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  If  I  am  correct  ip  the  un¬ 
derstanding  that  under  the  special  assistance 
program,  that  the  conferees  were  In  full 
agreement  that  no  less 'than  $20  million  of 
the  $226  million  appropriated  are  to  be  ear¬ 
marked  for  Latin  America? 

With  this  understanding,  though  1  have 
serious  reservations  with  respect  to  other 
items  in  the  foreign-aid  program,  I  will  re¬ 
luctantly  support  the  conference  report. 

Since  hope  springs  eternal,  I  trust  that  I 
am  not  being  too  optimistic  in  entertaining 
the  hope  that  at  a  later  date  when  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  are  being  considered, 
that  both  the  Senate  and  the  House  will  see 
fit  to  appropriate  suificient  moneys  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  program  which  I  proposed  and  had 
adopted  last  year  designed  solely  for  the 
purpose  of  further  Improving  our  good  neigh¬ 
bor  relations  and  increased  trade  with  Latin 
America. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  agree  with  me  that  the  colloquy 
between  us  with  respect  to  section  102 
yesterday  still  represents  the  legislative 
history  with  respect  to  section  102,  hay¬ 
ing  to  do  with  the  right  of  the  ICA  to 
continue  to  inform  the  American  people 
with  respect  to  their  programs? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  stated  that  yester¬ 
day.  I  repeated  it  this  evening.  That 
understanding  is  correct. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  ill  connection  with  the  mutual  se¬ 
curity  program,  I  want  to  take  this  op¬ 
portunity  to  pay  a  tribute  to  my  col¬ 
leagues  in  the  Senate.  As  my  friends 
know,  I  have  been  deeply  interested  in 
our  foreign  policy  ever  since  I  came  to 
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the  Senate  13  years  ago  and  I  have  been 
particularly  interested  in  helping  as  best 
I  could,  in  the  development  of  our  so- 
called  foreign  aid  program.  I  was  one 
of  those  who  worked  continuously  with 
the  study  we  had  made  last  year  of  the 
new  approach  to  the  mutual  security 
program  and  was  most  hopeful  that  the 
reports  of  the  investigators  whom  we 
chose  from  among  the  most  expert  in 
the  country  would  be  accepted  as  a  basis 
for  the  new  approach.  The  results  of 
these  studies  and  the  independent  studies 
that  the  President  had  made  gave  us 
what  might  be  called  a  new  look  on  our 
mutual  security  program.  There  was  no 
difference  of  opinion  by  any  of  those  who 
participated  in  the  studies  as  to  the  need 
to  continue  the  program  and  especially 
the  need  for  the  support  of  our  military 
aid  and  defense  assistance  for  our  allies 
in  various  parts  of  the  world. 

Also  it  was  felt  that  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  underdeveloped  countries  we 
should  provide  for  a  long-range  revolv¬ 
ing  loan  fund  to  enable  those  countries 
to  secure  their  economic  stability  and  to 
aid  them  in  developing  their  own  free¬ 
dom,  independence,  and  self-determina¬ 
tion  so  that  they  could  remain  among 
the  nations  dedicated  to  freedom.  This 


is  a  critical  issue  of  our  foreign  policy  and 
I  believe  is  the  strongest  supporting  pillar 
of  the  President’s  whole  program. 

Reviewing  the  action  of  the  Senate,  I 
call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  originally  asked  the  $3.8  billion. 
The  Senate  reported  a  bill  authorizing 
$3.6  billion.  The  Senate  vote  on  this 
authorization  bill  was  57  to  25.  The 
Senate  brought  the  House  appropriation 
bill  in  Conference  up  to  $3.3  billion  and 
finally  in  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
the  Senate  restored  $500  million  of  the 
House  slash  of  $800  million  bringing  the 
appropriation  up  to  $3,025  billion.  The 
Senate  vote  on  this  appropriation  was  62 
to  25.  We  have  now  witnessed  the  most 
unfortunate  development,  namely  the 
unwillingness  of  the  House  to  go  above 
$2.7  billion  for  the  final  appropriation 
for  fiscal  1958.  This  is  a  devastating  de¬ 
feat  not  only  for  the  President^but  for 
the  safety  of  America.  However,  I  want 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  pay  a  tribute 
to  our  Senate  leadership — our  majority 
leader,  the  Honorable  Lyndon  B.  Johnson 
and  our  minority  leader,  the  Honorable 
William  P.  Knowland.  Their  work  was 
one  of  the  finest  evidences  of  bipartisan 
teamwork  and  last  ditch  fighting  in  sup¬ 

Mutual  security  ‘program,  fiscal  year  1958 
[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


port  of  the  administration  and  the  se¬ 
curity  of  our  country. 

The  only  conclusion  I  can  possibly 
draw  from  this  development  is  that  there 
are  those  in  the  House  and  especially 
on  the  House  Appropriations  Committee 
who  are  determined  to  destroy  the  mu¬ 
tual  security  program.  The  matter 
needs  our  immediate  attention  and  at 
the  beginning  of  next  year  we  must  press 
the  fight  vigorously  to  present  to  the 
American  people  the  issue  involved  in 
these  unfortunate  developments  this 
year. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  on  its  amendment 
numbered  15. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Arizona. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  a  table  which 
reflects  the  action  of  the  two  Houses  on 
the  mutual  security  appropriation  bill, 
as  well  as  the  final  amounts  agreed  to 
in  conference. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:  • 


-Appro¬ 

priation, 

1957 

1958  authorization 

1958  appropriation 

Final  appropriation  compared  vrith — 

Request 

Senate 

nouse 

Confer¬ 

ence 

Esti¬ 

mate 

House 

Senate 

Confer¬ 

ence 

1957 

appro¬ 

priation 

1958 

estimate 

House 

Senate 

Mctuai  Defense  Assistance 

Military  assistance: 

Appropriation _ 

Unobligated  and  unreserved 
balance _ 

Total,  military  assistance — 

Defense  support: 

Appropriation _ 

2, 017, 500 

195,500 

1,900,000 

P) 

1, 800,000 

(?) 

1, 500, 000 

(?) 

1,000,000 

(?) 

1, 600,  OOO 

538,800 

1, 250, 000 

538,80l0 

1, 475, 000 

538,800 

1,340,000 

538,800 

-677, 500 

-f343, 300 

-260,000 

-[-90,000 

-135,000 

2, 213, 000 

1,900,000 

1,800,000 

1,  500, 000 

1,600,000 

2, 138, 800 

1,  788, 800 

2, 013, 800 

1, 878, 800 

-334,200 

-260,000 

-f 90, 000 

-135,000 

1, 161, 700 

900,000 

>800,000 

600,000 

750,000 

750,000 

585,000 

36,000 

689,000 

36,000 

689,000 

36,000 

-472,700 

-[-36,000 

-61,000 
-f 36, 000 

-f  104,000 

Total,  defense  support . 

Total,  mutual  defense  assist¬ 
ance . . . - . 

Economic  and  Technical 
Cooperation 

Development  assistance: 

1, 161, 700 

900,000 

800,000 

600,000 

750,000 

750,000 

621,000 

725/000 

725, 000 

-436, 700 

-25,  000 

-1-104, 000 

3, 374,  700 

2,  800, 000 

2,600,000 

2, 100,  000 

2,  350,000 

2, 888, 800 

2,  409,  800 

2, 738, 800 

2, 603, 800 

-770, 900 

-285, 000 

-f  194, 000 

-H35, 000 

250, 000 

-2.50,000 

-f52,000 

Unobligated  balance _ 

Total,  development  assist- 

« 

(“) 

(=) 

52,000 

52,000 

52,000 

62,000 

250,000 

62,000 

600,000 

62,000 

300,000 

52,000 

400,000 

52,000 

300,000 

-198,000 

-f300,000 

Development  loan  fund _ 

Technical  cooperation: 

General  authorization: 

Appropriation.  - 

600,000 

‘  500, 000 

600,000 

s  500,  000 

-200,000 

-100,000 

135,000 

151,900 

151,900 

151,900 

«  151, 900 

151,900 

113,000 

12,000 

114,900 

12,000 

113,000 

12,000 

-22,000 

-1-12,000 

-38,900 

-[-12,000 

-1,900 

Total,  general  authoriza¬ 
tion.  _  _ 

United  Nations  program _ 

Organization  of  American 

'' 

135,000 

15,500 

1,500 

151,900 

15,600 

1,500 

151,900 

15,600 

1,500 

151,900 

15,500 

1,600 

151,900 
15,  600 

,  1,500 

151, 900 
15,500 

1,500 

125,900 

15,500 

1,500 

126,900 

15,500 

1,500 

125,000 

15,600 

1,600 

-10,000 

-26,900 

-1,900 

Total,  technical  coopera¬ 
tion _ 

Total,  economic  and  tech¬ 
nical  cooperation _ 

152,000 

168,900 

168,900 

168,900 

168,900 

168,900 

142,000 

143,900 

142,000 

-10,-000 

-26,900 

-1,900 

402,000 

608, 900 

668,900 

668, 900 

668,900 

720,900 

494,000 

595, 900 

494,000 

-f 92, 000 

-226,900 

-101,900 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Mutual  security  program,  fiscal  year  195S — Continued 

(In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Appro¬ 

priation, 

1957 

1958  authorization 

1958  appropriation 

Final  appropriation  compared  with— 

Request 

Senate 

House 

Confer¬ 

ence 

Esti¬ 

mate 

House 

Senate 

Confer¬ 

ence 

1957 

appro¬ 

priation 

1958 

estimate 

House 

Senate 

Othee  Programs 

Special  assistance,  general  authori- 
zation _ . . 

300,000 

260,000 

25,000 

250,000 

25,000 

250, 000 
25,000 

250,000 

25,000 

175, 000 

225,000 
20, 000 

225,000 

-f 225, 000 

-25,n00 
—  25,0(K) 

+50,000 

-20,000 

109,000 

12,200 

12,500 

1,900 

6,000 

45,300 

10,000 

-100,000 

-700 

Joint  control  areas _ 

Intergovemmental  Committee  for 

11,500 

(0 

2,233 

6,500 

(») 

11,000 

C) 

2,200 

1,300 

35,000 

(0 

11,500 

(0 

2,  233 
6,500 

11,000 

(0 

2,200 

1,000 

33,000 

(') 

11,600 

C) 

2,233 

6,600 

(») 

11,000 

(0 

2,200 

1,000 

32,500 

(0 

11,500 

(0 

2,233 

6,500 

(’) 

11,000 

(0 

2,200 

1,000 

32,  750 
(') 

11.500 

12.500 
2,233 
6,600 

23,800 

11,000 

2,700 

2,200 

1,000 

32,  750 
4,  577 

11.500 

12.500 
2,233 

6.500 

2,3,800 

11,000 

1.500 
2,200 
1,  000 

32,760 

4,577 

11,500 

12,  .500 
2,233 

6.500 

23,800 

11,000 

1.500 
2,200 
1,000 

32,  750 
4,577 

11.500 

12.500 
2,233 
5,500 

23,800 

11,000 

1,,500 

2,200 

1,000 

32,  750 
4,577 

United  Nations  refugee  fund . . 

Escapee  program - - - - — 

United  Nations  Relief  and  Works 
Agency:  Unobligated  balance. .. 

United  Nations  chiidrens’  fund - 

North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organiza- 

-f333 

-600 

-21,500 

+1,000 

+1,500 

-300 

-175 

+3, 732 

-1,200 

Ocean  freight . . 

Control  Act  expenses - 

Administrative  expenses: 

International  Cooperation  Ad- 

2,500 
1, 175 

29,018 

4,577 

State  Department _ 

Atoms  for  peace: 

6,500 

7,000 

7,000 

-  7,000 

7,000 

7,000 

'  -5,500 
+4,  450 

-7,000 

+4,450 

4,450 

4,  450 

4,  450 

Total,  atoms  for  peace - 

Total,  other  programs . 

' 

5,500 

7,000 

7,000 

7,000 

7,000 

7,000 

4,450 

V  4,460 

4,450 

-1,050 

-2.  550 

230, 670 

375,  733 

348, 433 

347, 933 

348, 183 

391, 760 

288,010 

358,010 

338,  010 

+107, 340 

-53,760 

+50,000 

-20,000 

Total,  mutual  security; 

Appropriation _ 

Unobligated  balances . 

3,  766,  570 
240,800 

3, 844, 633 
614,  600 

3, 617, 333 
614,600 

3, 116,  833 
614,  COO 

3,  367, 083 
614,600 

3, 386, 860 
614,600 

2,  524,  760 
667,050 

3, 025,  660 
667,050 

2,  768,  760 
667,050 

-997,  810 
+426,  250 

-618, 100 
+52, 460 

+244,000 

-256,900 

Total- . . . 

4, 007, 370 

4,  459,  233 
19,  777 

4,  231,  933 
19,  777 

3,731,433 
19,  777 

3,  981,  683 
19,  777 

4,  001,  460 

3, 191, 810 

3, 692, 710 

3,  435, 810 

-571,  560 

-565,650 

+244,000 

-256,900 

' 

4, 479,  010 

4,  251,  710 

3, 751, 210 

4,  001,  460 

>  Also  authorized  $1,500,000,000  tor  fiscal  year  1959.  •  In  addition,  $625,000,000  authorized  in  fiscal  year  1959  on  no-year  basis. 

»  Unobligated  balances  authorized  to  be  continued  available.  '  ‘  Authorized  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

»  Also  authorized  $710,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1959.  i  Continuing  authorizations  already  in  law:  For  ICEM  and  NATO,  unlimited; 

»  Also  authorized  additional  $750,000,000  borrowing  authority  for  each  of  fiscal  years  for  State  Department  administrative  expenses,  not  to  exceed  $7,000,000  per  annum. 

1959  and  1960. 


Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  a  summary 
table  showing  the  budget  estimates  for 
1958,  the  amounts  passed  by  the  House, 
the  amounts  passed  by  the  Senate,  the 
amount  provided  by  the  public  law 
finally  enacted,  and  the  differences  be¬ 


tween  the  budget  estimates  and  the  pub¬ 
lic  law. 

The  budget  estimates  or  appropriation 
requests  total  $64  billion  plus,  the  pub¬ 
lic  law  or  the  amount  enacted  total  $59 
billion,  a  reduction  from  the  estimates 
in  the  amount  of  approximately  $5  bil¬ 
lion.  This  constitutes  a  reduction  of  7.7 
percent.  There  is  also  included  a  table 


which  is  designed  to  reconcile  the 
amounts  in  the  January  budget  of  new 
obligational  authority  with  the  budget 
estimates  considered  by  the  two  com¬ 
mittees  on  appropriatidn. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows; 


Table  of  appropriation  bills,  1958 — 85th  Cong.,  1st  sess. 


\ 

f 

Budget  estimate 

(1) 

Passed  by  House 

(2) 

Passed  by  Senate 

(3) 

Public  law 

(4) 

Difference  (col. 

1  minus  col.  4) 

Percent  of 
reduction 

Agriculture _ 

$3,  965,  446,  617 

$3,  692, 889,  757 

$3,  668, 972, 157 

$3,  666,  543,  757 

-$298,  902,  860 

7.5 

Commerce _ 

871,  513,  000 

653,  685,  060 

613,  584,  290 

597,  790,  225 

-273,  722,  775 

31.4 

Defense _ 

36, 128,  000,  000 

33,  562,  725,  000 

34,  534,  229,  000 

33,  759,  850,  000 

-2,  368,  150,  000 

6.6 

District  of  Columbia _ _ _ 

25,  504,  450 

22,  604,  450 

23,  004,  450 

22,  5114,  450 

—3,  (KX).  000 

11.8 

General  Government-. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

20,  921,  870 

16,  021,  370 

16,  010,  370 

16,010,370 

-4,  911,500 

23.5 

Independent  offices _ _ _ 

6,  923, 196,  000 

5,  385,  201,  700 

6,  378,  594,  800 

6,  373,  877,  800 

-549,  317,  200 

9.3 

Interior _ _  _ 

515, 189,  700 

454, 395,  700 

457, 152,  600 

456, 189,  600 

-59, 000, 100 

11.5 

Labor-Health,  Education,  and  Welfare _ 

2, 981,  277,  581 

2, 846,  831,  581 

2, 885, 290, 781 

2, 871, 182, 781 

-no,  094,800 

3.7 

Legislative _ _ 

108,  271, 443 

78,  370,  285 

104,  844,  660 

104,  844,  660 

-3,  426,  783 

3.2 

Mutual  security _ _ _ 

3,386,860, 000 

2,  524,  760, 000 

3, 02,5,  660,000 

2, 768,  760, 000 

—618, 100,  000 

,18.2 

Fublic  works _ _ 

876,  453, 000 

814,  813,023 

884, 151,  323 

8.58, 094, 323 

—  18,  358,677 

2.1 

State,  Justice,  Judiciary _ 

665,  649, 802 

563,  799,  793 

563, 085,  293 

.562,  891,  293 

-102,  7.58,  .509 

1,5.4 

Treasiirv-Post  Office .  .  . 

3,  965,  291,  000 

3,  884,  927,  000 

3,  884,  927, 000 

3,  884,  927,  000 

-80,  3K  000 

2.0 

Additional  Post  Office,  19.58 

149,  500,  000 

133,  000,  000 

133, 000,  000 

133,  000,  000 

—  16,  ,500,000 

11.0 

Suonleme.ntal,  19.58 

1,  973,  767,  827 

1,  581,  590,  587 

1,  824,  001,  547 

1,  734,  on,  947 

-239,  755,  880 

12. 1 

Atomic  Energy  Commission _ 

2,  491,  625,  000 

2,  299,  718,  500 

2,  323,  632,  500 

2, 323,  632,  500 

—  167,992,500 

6.7 

Total _  .... _  .  .  ,,  , , 

64, 048, 466, 290 

68,  515, 233, 806 

60, 320, 140,  771 

69,  134,  no,  706 

-4,  914, 365,  684 

7.7 

Note.— Does  not  Include  permanent  authorizations  estimated  in  budget  at  $8,028,790,630. 
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Fiscal  Year  1958 


Reconciliation  of  January  hu<Jgel  figure  for  new  ohligational  authority  of  ^75.5  lillion  with 
budget  estimates  of  appropriations  of  $64  billion 


lln  billions) 

(1) 


<2)  (3)  (4) 


Budget  estimates  for  appropriaiions  submitted  to  Apprdtiriations  Committees . . 

Permanent  appropriations  re(|uirinp  no  action  by  Congress . . . . 

Items  included  in  budget  document  for  new  obligalional  authority  not  submitted  to  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committ«'Cs  for  appropriations: 


Mutuai'Security  Program: 

January  budget . . . . . . . .  $4,  400 

Message  of  Aug.  14 .  —3.  ,3S7 


Department  of  Agriculture; 

Regular  items . . . . . i  .2.')4 

Debt  receipt  items . . . . . . . . . . sot) 


Housing  legislation  (debt  receipt  item) _ _ _ 

M  ilitary  public  works _ 

Schooi  construction _ _ 

Defense  Department _ _ 

Veterans’  Administration...^ _ _ _ 

St.  Lawrence,  seaway  (debt  receipt  item) . . . 

Allowance  for  contingencies  and  miscellaneous  items  not  sul  njitlcd  (net) 


$04. 0 
-i-».  0 


$1. 0i3 


.703 

1.02.4 
.4.57 
.4.51 
.130 
.  lOO- 
.o;i5 
.  075 

-  -f4.6 


Total.. . . . . . . . . . .  70.6 

Deduct:  Post  ollicc  amounts  include*d  in  budget  e.sttmate  of  appropriations  tut  not  includeei 
in  new  obligalional  figure  in  budget. . . . . . . . . .  —3. 3 

January  budget  figure  of  new  obligalional  authority . . . .  73. 3 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  Secretary  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senators  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson  and  Mr.  Chavez],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. Ervin]  ,  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Johnston],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr],  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse],  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  and  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are 
absent  on  offlcial  business. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Johnston].  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  would  vote 
“yea”  and  the  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Kerr]  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  would  vote  “yea.” 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Neely]  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Payne]  are  absent  because  of  ill¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker], 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
and  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Jenner]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Butler],  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart],  and  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  [Mr.  Malone]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 


The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders]  and  the  Senator  from  Ken-? 
tucky  [Mr.  Morton]  are  detained  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flanders]  and  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  MortonI 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Butler]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker].  If 
piresent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Capehart]  is  paired  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada  would  vote  “nay.” 

Also,  on  this  vote  the  Senator  from 
Maine  [Mr.  Payne]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Jenner].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator,  from 
Maine  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  59, 
nays  19,  as  follows; 

YEAS— 59 


Aiken 

Hill 

Neuberger 

Allott 

Holland 

O’Mahoney 

Beall 

Humphrey 

Pastore 

Bennett 

Ives 

Potter 

Bush 

Jackson 

Proxmire 

Carroll 

Javits 

Purtell 

Case,  N.  J. 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Revercomb 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Kefauver 

Saltonstali 

Church 

Kennedy 

Schoeppel 

Clark 

Knowland 

Scott 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Smathers 

Cotton 

Lausche 

Smith,  Maine 

Dlrksen 

Magnuson 

Smith,- N.  J. 

Douglas 

Mansfield 

Symington 

Fulbrlght 

Martin,  Iowa 

Thye 

Gore 

Martin,  Pa. 

Watkins 

Green 

McNamara 

Wiley 

Hayden 

Monroney 

Williams 

Hennings 

Mundt 

Yarborough 

Hickenlooper 

Murray 

NAYS— 19 

Barrett 

Prear 

Russell 

Bible 

Goldwater 

Stennis 

Byrd 

Hruska 

Talmadge 

Curtis 

Danger 

Thurmond 

Dworshak 

Long 

Young 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Ellender 

Bobertson 

NOT  VOTING— 18 

Anderson  Chavez  Malone 

Bricker  Ervin  Morse 

Bridges  Flandera  Morton 

Butler  Jenner  Neely 

Capehart  Johnston,  8.  C.  Payne 

Carlson  Kerr  Sparkman 

So  the  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  this  com¬ 
pletes  the  consideration  of  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  and  I  should  like  to  be  recog¬ 
nized  in  order  to  pay  tribute  to  the  chair¬ 
man,  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden].  The  chairman  has  been  pres¬ 
ent  at  practically  all  the  committee  hear¬ 
ings  and  committee  sessions.  It  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  understand  how  he  was  able  to 
devote  so  much  time  and  to  carry 
through  in  such  a  manner  as  he  has 
during  the  lengthy  hearings  which  were 
conducted  and  which  were  necessary  in 
the  development  of  the  appropriation 
bills. 

I  simply  want  to  invite  attention  of 
this  Senate  to  the  splendid  service  to 
his  country  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  as  chairman  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  has  rendered. 

DUCTION  IN  APPROPRIATION 
W  THE  BUDGET  REQUESTS 
JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent  now  that  the  Senate  has  acted  upon 
the  l\st  of  the  appropriation  bills,  it  is 
possible  to  get  a  picture  of  the  accom¬ 
plishments  this  year. 

All  of\^s,  I  believe,  recall  the  statement 
by  the  Secretary  of  Treasury  concerning 
the  budgCT.  The  then  Secretary  said  it 
would  have  to  be  cut  to  avoid  a  hair¬ 
curling  depression. 

I  have  berore  me  figures  which  have 
been  prepared  by  my  staff.  They  show 
that  when  all\  the  bills  are  taken  into 
account,  this  Congress  has  reduced  the 
President’s  budget  by  $5,927,495,584 — 
9.1  percent. 

I  hope  that  is  enough  to  avoid  having 
our  hair  curled  Bv  former  Secretary 
Humphrey.  But  inVny  event  it  is  grati¬ 
fying.  It  representsN  a  substantial  sav¬ 
ing  from  the  appropriations  which  were 
requested. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  table 
prepared  by  my  staff  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection^ the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record  as 
follows :  \ 

Budget  estimates: 

Regular  bills  submitted _ «5fi,  040.  713.  403 

Post  Office  supplemental- . .  \  14U,  5(Kl,  000 

Mutual  seeurity-i _  V.  400.  IKK),  IKK) 

Supplemental _ _  L  !)73, 707. 827 

Atomic  energy _  A491 , 02.5,  (KK) 

Total .  6A^I,60G,2«0 

Appropriations  made:  \ 

Regular  bills  enacted _  62, 174i700,  2.59 

Post  Office  supplemental . . .  133, \XK),  0<K) 

Mutual  security. . . . .  2, 708,  Vk).  IKK) 

Supplemental _  1, 734.  oV ,  947 

Atomic  energy _ _ _ _  2, 323, 03l^  500 

,  Total . 59,134,110^^1 

Total  reduction  from  estimates _  6, 927, 495,  OM 

Percentage  reduction _ 9-4 
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THE  NEW  AIR  FORCE  ACADEMY 
CHAPEL 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  I  have  before  me  a 
drawing  which  shows  the  new  chapel  to 
be  built  at  the  Am  Force  Academy  in 
Colorado  Springs,  Colo.  It  is  a  strange 
creation.  I  exhibit  H  to  my  colleagues. 

I  have  written  a  lettbr  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force  on  tha^ubject,  -vVhich  I 
now  read; 


SENATE 


August  29 


Ad^TTST  28,  1&57. 

Hon.  James  H.  Douglas, 

Secretary  of  the  Air  Force, 

WashingtorCsP-  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary;  I  have  beW  aston¬ 
ished  to  find  that  the  properly  criticised  de¬ 
sign  for  the  chapel  at  the  Air  Force  Ao^emy 
at  Colorado  Springs  has  been  approp^ted 
for  in  the  supplemental  appropriation 'bill. 
As  a  member  of  the  Defense  Subcommittee 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee  I  had  a' 
opportunity  to  look  over  the  designs  for  the' 


Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  >  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  commend  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
for  the  remarks  he  has  made  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  Air  Force  Academy  chapel 
which  is  being  constructed  in  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  home  State.  This  afternoon  I 
saw  a,representation  of  what  the  chapel 
will  be  if  built.  I  served  on  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  which  appi’oved  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  chapel.  We  thought  it  would 
be  more  a  cathedral  than  it  would  be  a 
chapel,  since  they  were  asking  $3,000,000 
to  build  it,  as  I  recall. 

I  was  so  shocked  when  I  saw  the  rep¬ 
resentation  this  afternoon  that  I  intend 
to  protest  to  the  Air  Force.  ’  If  the  Air 
Force  does  not  withhold  action  and  have 
new  plans  prepared,  I  shall  feel  com- 


Academy  2  years  ago  and  in  my  judgment  Npelled  to  introduce  a  resolution  to  cancel 
they  seemed  satisfactory  for  their  purposes  authorization  for  the  chapel  until 


throughout  except  for  this  chapel 


it\an  be  further  considered. 


A  Chapel  building  for  the  Air  Force  should  iV^ank  the  Senator. 
cr^irA  and  the  snlrit  of  ‘worshio.  *  A  .  »  »  ^ 


Inspire  reverence  and  the  spirit  of  worship. 
There  isn’t  a  scintilla  of  reverence  or  worship 
in  this  building.  It  is  Just  something 
dreamed  up  by  the  architects  to  be  as  dif¬ 
ferent  as  possible  from  any  proper  house  of 
worship. 

A  chapel  for  worship  does  not  have  to  be  a 
classical  strucUue.  It  does  not  have  to  be 
Romanesque.  It  does  not  have  to  be  Gothic. 
It  does  not  have  to  be  Renaissance.  It  does 
not  have  to  be  Baroque.  It  does  not  have  to 
be  Georgian.  It  can  be  as  plain  and  simple 
as  a  Quaker  meetinghouse.  It  can  be  as 
modern  as  is  the  rest  of  the  design  of  the 
Academy. 

Any  of  these  things  it  can  be.  But  it  can¬ 
not  be  the  antithesis  of  reverence  and  wor¬ 
ship.  The  proposed  structure  is  a  deliberate 
Insult  to  God  Almighty.  I  hope  you  will  take 
a  look  at  it  yourself  and  pass  judgment  upon 
it. 

Please  stop  It. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ralph  E.  Flanders. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  T  should  like  to  associ¬ 
ate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flanders], 
on  his  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  respecting  the  Air  Force  Academy. 

Despite  the  opinions  of  many  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress,  and  many,  many  other 
people  throughout  the  length  and 
breadth  of  the  United  States,  2  years  ago 
with  respect  to  the  construction  of  a 
chapel  at  the  Air  Force  Academy,  W'e, 
are  now  faced  with  a  design  of  thaj 
chapel  which,  I  would  say,  in  eyt 
modest  language,  is  more  atrocious  Man 
the  first.  I  do  not  know  what  concept 
of  worship  the  architects  of  the/struc- 
ture  may  have.  I  know  that  this  chapel 
design  resembles  nothing  thajrhas  ever 
been  seen  or  dreamed  of  in  tfie  minds  of 
sane  men.  It  is  my  slnc^e  hope  that 
somewhere  along  the  wa^ the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force,  and  ^members  of  the 
Armed  Services  Comnnttee  and  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Comn^ee  will  see  fit  to 
take  another  look  A  the  designs  for  the 
Air  Force  Ac^femy  near  Colorado 
Springs,  par^ularly  the  so-called 
chapel  bearii^ in  mind  the  need  for  an 
edifice  for  -worship  which  will  more 
nearly  ap^ximate  the  ideas,  the  ideals, 
the  conc^ts  and  the  customs  of  this 
country 

Mm^TENNTS.  Mr.  President,  will 
theycenator  yield  to  me? 


Mfv  ALLOTT.  I  appreciate  the  re- 
marksSpf  the  Senator  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  \OBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  ^nator  yield? 

Mr.  ALMTT.  I  yield  to  the  able 
Senator  fro^  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
am  quite  familiar  with  the  subject  whw 
has  been  discus^.  We  now  have  sav¬ 
ing  the  third  Secretary  of  the  Air  Jrorce 
since  this  project  started. 

When  the  project\as  beguiyfhe  first 
Secretary  of  the  Air  l^ce  to  oonsider  it 
assured  me  the  chapel  ^uld^ot  be  built 
along  the  lines  now  indusg^d. 

The  second  Secretary  o^he  Air  Force 
to  serve  assured  me  ^at\the  chapel 
would  not  be  built  in  J!nis  m^ner. 

We  now  have  a  r^iort  on  the  design, 
as  the  Senator  fr^  Colorado  nas  said, 
which  is  worse  U^n  the  array  of  wig¬ 
wams,  or  whayver  one  might  cafiL  the 
design,  and  iVis  planned  to  buildNihe 
chapel  alonyrhose  lines.  It  is  planru^ 
to  build  it  >1  a  combination  of  glass  anc 
aluminui 

As  tl^  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Fland^s]  has  stated,  never  in  this  coun¬ 
try  yr  abroad  in  any  civilized  land  has 
arynody  ever  attempted  to  worship  any 
mwn  God  in  a  building  of  such  a 
fharacter. 

In  spite  of  all  the  protests  we  have 
made  for  3  consecutive  years,  the  Chi¬ 
cago  architects  have  been  determined  to 
go  ahead  with  this  chapel,  and  the  third 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  consider 
it,  we  understand,  has  now  O.  K.’d  the’ 
design,  although  it  is  going  to  be  the 
most  expensive  church  in  the  most  ex¬ 
pensive  school  this  Nation  has  ever 
built. 

The  entire  project  is  going  to  cost 
about  twice  what  we  had  contemplated, 
and  the  initial  cost  of  the  project  is  more 
than  all  we  have  spent  in  its  entire  his¬ 
tory  on  the  United  States  Military  Acad¬ 
emy  at  West  Point. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY  and  Mr,  NEU- 
BERGER  addressed  the  chair. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield  first  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  the  Senator  from  Colorado  to  yield 
to  me  for  the  purpose  of  presenting  a 
conference  report. 


Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Wyoming,  with  the 
understanding  that  I  may  retain  the 
floor  after  the  conference  report  is  acted 
upon._  ^ 

Mri’  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  PresV 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield  to  me 
a  moment? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  happy  t(/'yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Wfr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  we  have  an  important yranference 
report  to  consider.  We  arygoing  to  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  soon  as  the 
conference  report  is  call^  up.  I  should 
like  all  Senators  to  be^n  notice  that  it 
is  a  conference  report/relating  to  S.  2377, 
the  bill  providing  poicedures  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  Govermnent  records. 

When  we  conclude  action  on  the  con¬ 
ference  reporty^e  shall  take  up  S.  2792, 
the  iihmigra^on  bill  which  recently 
passed  they^enate,  and  to  which  the 
House  hayadded  some  amendments.  We 
will  wiM  to  ask  concurrence  in  the 
House Amendments. 

I  h(^  we  will  be  able  to  have  the  yea- 
and^ay  vote  as  soon  as  possible,  so  that 
Stators  who  may  not  be  interested  in 
Participating  in  the  other  discussions 
'can  answer  to  their  names  when  the  roll 
is  called,  and  afterward  we  can  have  con¬ 
sideration  of  some  noncontroversial  bills 
and  discussion  of  other  matters. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  desire 
to  conclude  in  30  seconds,  if  I  may,  and 
then  I  shall  yield  for  the  presentation 
of  the  conference  report. 

I  consider  the  design  of  the  chapel  of¬ 
fensive  to  the  inherent  religious  beliefs 
of  the  American  people.  It  is  my  sincere 
hope  that  enough  pressure  will  be 
brought  to  get  this  whole  matter  re¬ 
considered,  so  that  all  Americans  may 
then  feel  that  this  chapel  is  really  a 
house  of  God. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President; 
will  the  Senator  yield  ?| 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  have  yielded  the  floor. 
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Mr.  o'Mahoney.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  renort  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  Dhe  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  TDill  (S.  2377)  to  amend 
chapter  223,  titlXlS,  United  States  Code, 
to  provide  for  th\  production  of  state¬ 
ments  and  reports  >pf  witnesses.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  rbr  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  repOT 

The  VICE  PRESIDElCT.  The  report 
will  be  read  for  the  infohpiation  of  the 
Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  re^dN^he  report, 
as  follows : 

The  committee  of  conference  oiivthe  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses^n  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  uUl  (S. 
2377)  to  amend  chapter  223,  title  18,  T^ted 
States  Code,  to  provide  for  the  productioXof 
statements  and  reports  of  witnesses,  having 
met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 
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HIGHLIGHTS*  ^ouse  agreeds^o  conference  report  on  mutual  ^curity  appropriation 
bill.  Both  houses  agreed  ^  conference  report  on  bill  tp^eztend  Heorganization  Act, 
Senate  passed  bills  to  requi^  State  contributions  to  Fmeral  disaster  relief  and  to 
adjust  dates  for  claims  in  em^gency  feed  program,  S^,  j-'^euberger  objected  to 
Budget  Bureau  espeuditure  reduc'^ons, 

jmSIL 


1,  MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  195S.  By  a  vote  of  194-122,  agreed  to  the 

conference  report  on  this  bill,  R,  9302,  This  bill  will  now  bo  sent  to  the 

^resident,  pp,  15253-62 

_  .  --  ^ 

2,  FAH^  PR0GRAi4,  Rep,  Christopher  and  ^he^  debated  the  farm  program,  pp, 

15274-6 

)3,  PERSONNEL,  By  a  vote  of  315  agreed  to  -fehe  conference  report  on  S,  2377*  to 

provide  for  production  of  sta^monts  and  repoi^s^  of  witnesses  in  loyalty  cases, 
etc.  This  bill  xijill  nov/  beysent  to  the  Presided,  pp,  15248-53 


4,  liTTERGOVSRNf-IENTAL  RELATIO, 
local  relationships,  b; 


the 


Rep,  Reuss  inserted  a^appraisal  of  Federal-State- 
American  ^''^unicipal  As  so  citation,  pp,  15266-8 


5,  APPROPRIATIONS,  Rep/ Budge  inserted  a  table  shovJing  Concessional  action  on 
appropriations  for^he  S5th  Congress,  1st  Session,  p,  1^87 


6,  ADJOURNED  sine  ^e.  p,  1529O 


SENATE 


7,  DISASTER  EMjIBF,  Passed  without  amendment  S,  30^»  to  require  StateN^ntributions 

in  conaection  with  Federal  disaster  relief  programs,  pp,  15186,  152L6-17 

8,  BUD^T.  Sen,  j^euberger  objected  to  Budget  Bureau  procedures  intended  t ©^result  in 

r^ucing  expenditures  below  the  appropriation  level,  and  inserted  letter^X^rom 
4Jne  Budget  Bureau  and  others  on  the  matter,  pp,  15099-101 
/  Sen,  Byrd  urged  further  reductions  in  expenditures,  pp,  15204-5 


9,  BtoLDIirGS.  Massed  as  reported  S,  2533f'^'fco  authorize  GSA  to  lease  space  for 

P^eral  agencies  for  periods  not  exceeding  15  yoars^  p,  15193 

\ 

10,  IMPOfiS^,  Massed  with  amendments  R,  709^ »  amend  the  Tariff  Act  so  as/xo 

permiV  duty-free  importation  of  istle  or  Tampico  fiber.  Agreed  to  an  am/radment. 
by  Sen^\Beall  to  permit  duty-free  importation  of  certain  wool  yarn,  ^uso 

later  concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments.  This  bill  will  novj  be  sent/to  the 
PresidentX  pp,  15183-4,  15278 


11,  STATEHOOD,  Received  minority  reports  on  S,  499  providing  Alaska  ^atehood,  and 

S.  50,  providl^  ^awaii  statehood  ^S.  Repts,  II63  and  ll64,  pt, m  P*  150^0 

12,  COTTOE,  Sen,  Salt^stall  said  ^'^ew  England  cotton  textile  mil^  are  at  a  disad¬ 

vantage,  as  compar^  with  their  competitors,  because  they  must  buy  cotton  at 
price-support  level^  p,  15097  / 


i 


13*  WATER  RESOURCES,  Sen,  "\^^son  commended  congressional  aoxions  for  development 
of  the  I^ation*s  water  re^urces,  p,  15112  / 

\  •^ohnson  / 

l4,  LEGISLATIVE  ACCOMPLI SHME1TTS»\  Sens. /and  ^nowland  sun^rized  this  year  s  congress 
sional  accomplishments.  pPo\5112-51,  15246 


15,  TOEACCO,  Sen,  Cooper  defended  t^  tobacco  price^V5)port  program,  pp,  I516O-5 


16.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGEMEUTS,  Sen,  ^roxmi^  was  ass^ned  to  the  Small  Business  Commit—  j 
tee,  Banld.ng  and  Currency  Committee ^\and  ^^t  Office  and  Civil  Service  Commit-  j 
tee.  Sen,  ^onroney  was  excused  from  t>he  ^all  Business  Committee,  Sen,  ^ausche  j 
from  Banking  and  Currency,  and  Sen,  Cla^^from  ^ost  Office  and  Civil  Service*  I 
P.  15194 


17. 


EORESTEY,  Sen,  Humphrey  inserted  and/commen4ed  a  recommendation  by  Rep,  Blatnik  : 
for  reforestation  along  the  Eedera^highw^sX  pp,  15209-10 

Passed  without  amendment  ^  to  permit  %DA  to  sell  land  in  ^ttawa 

County,  ^'^ich, ,  which  was  acquir^  pursuant  to  T^|le  ^^1  of  the  Banldiead— *^ones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  This  bill  wim  now  bo  sent  to  xSm  President*  p,  15193 

Passed  without  amendmenV“,  R,  58O,  to  authorize  exchange  with  i^ssouri  o.. 
certain  land  in  the  Clark  a^  ^'^ark  Twain  National  Potjests,  This  bill  will  now 
be  sent  to  the  President,  /i.  15197 

18,  REORGANIZATIOH,  Both  Hou^s  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S,  1791*  “to 

extend  the  Re  organ!  zat;S^n  Act  of  1949  for  two  additional  ye^s,  so  as  to  apply 
to  Presidential  reorganisation  plans  submitted  before  June\,  1959*  final 

language  of  the  biiy  also  provides  that  a  majority  of  those  wting  in  either 
House  Cinstead  of  a  majority  of  the  constituency  of  either  Hq^W)  nay  nullify 
a  reorganization  /plan.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Presi^nt*  pp 
15205,  15248  ,/ 


19,  PERsOMEL,  ^n,  Hunphrey  recommended  that  the  President  sign  the  na; 
and  insert^  a  Hihrary  of  Congress  analysis  of  pay  raises  for  major 
in  the  lasx  few  years,  pp,  15213-I6 


rai se  bills 
'icialB 


20,  CCG  CLA^S,  Passed  with  amendment  H^  R,  2486,  to  authorize  CCC  to  grant 

with  Respect  to  claims  arising  out  of  certain  deliveries  of  eligible  surplv 
fee^gralns  on  ineligible  dates  in  connection  with  purchase  orders  under  its^ 
ei^gency  feed  jirogrem.  The  House  later  concurred  in  the  amendment.  This 
yLLl  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp,  15216,  15277.  I52S5-6 


1957^ 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


10— 


Kllday 
Kilgore 
King 
Kitchln 
Knox 
Knutson 
Laird 
Lane 
lAnkford 
Latham 
Lennon 
Long 
McCarthy 
McCormack 
McCulloch 
McFall 
McGovern 
McGregor 
Mclntire 
McIntosh 
McMillan 
McVey 
Macdonald 
Machrowlcz 
Mack,  Wash. 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Mahon 
Marshall 
Martin 
Matthews 
May 
Meader 
Merrow 
Metcalf 
Michel 
Miller,  Md. 
Miller.  Nebr. 
Miller.  N.  Y. 
Mills 
Minshall 
Montoya 
Moore 
Morano 
Morris 
Morrison 
Moulder 
Multer 
Mumma 
Murray 


Natcher 
Neal 
^Nlmtz 
Ijorrell 
3rlen,  HI. 
O'Srien,  N.  Y. 
OTara.m. 

O  Ha*n,  Minn. 
O’KoMkl 
Ostertaf 
Passman' 
Patman 
Patterson 
Pelly 
Perkins 
Pfost 
Philbln 
Poage 
Poff 
Polk 
Porter 
Price 
Prouty 
Rabaut 
Radwan 
Ray 
Reed 

Rees,  Kans. 
Reuss 

Rhodes,  Arlz. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Riley 

Roberts 

Robeson,  Va. 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Pla. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Rutherford 

Santangelo 

St.  George 

Saund 

Saylor 

Schenck 

Scherer 

Sehwengel 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Scudder 

Seely-Brown 


on,  La. 

‘ .  Wyo. 


Selden  ’  : 

Shelley 
‘  Sheppard 
Shuford 
Sieminskl 
Simpson,  Pa. 
Sisk 

Smith,  Miss. 
Smith,  Va. 
Smith,  Wls. 
Spence 
Springer 
Staggers 
Stauffer 
Steed 
lullivan 
her 
TMle 
Tener 
Tewa 
Thoiriiw 
Thoni^ 
Thomsor 
Thornber 
Tollefson 
Trimble 
Tuck 
■Oilman 
Utt 

Van  Pelt 
Van  Zandt 
Vorys 

Wainwright 

Watts 

Weaver 

Westland 

Whitener 

Whitten 

Wldnall 

Wlgglesworth 

Williams,  Miss. 

Willis 

Wilson,  calif. 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Winstead 

Wolverton 

Wright 

Yates 

Zablocki 

Zelenko 


Abbltt 

Alger 

Allen,  Calif. 
Anderson, 
Mont. 
Anfuso 
Bailey 
Barden 
Barrett 
Beamer 
Belcher 
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Gordon 
Green,  Oreg. 
Green,  Pa.  . 
Griffiths 
Gwinn 
Halleck 
Harden 
Harvey 
Hays,  Ohio 
Hiestand 
Hill 


Bennett,  Mich.  Hillings 


Bentley 
Berry 
Bolton 
Bray 

Brooks.  La. 

Buckley 

Cannon 


Hoffman 

Hollfield 

Holt 

Holtzman 

Horan 

Jackson 

Johnson 


Norblad 

O’Neill 

Osmers 

Pilcher 

Pillion 

Powell 

Preston  ■' 

Rains  / 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Riehlman 

Rlvens 

Rob/lon,  Ky. 

Rooney 

fsevelt 
lak 
;t.  Pa. 
vner 
/  oneehan 
/  Sikes 


Cederberg 

Kearney 

Siler 

Chiperfield 

Keogh 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Clevenger 

Kilburn  / 

Smith.  Calif. 

Coad 

Kirwan  / 

Smith,  Kans. 

Coflan 

Kluczynsjfl 

Taylor 

Cole 

Krueger  / 

Teague,  Calif. 

Coudert 

Landrum 

Teague,  Tex. 

Cunningham, 

Lanham 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Iowa 

LeConapte 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Dellay 

Lesii^ki 

Udall 

Dempsey 

Llpyomb 

Vanik 

Denton 

Lo^r 

Vinson 

Dies 

MgConnell 

Vursell 

Diggs 

McDonough 

Walter 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Mack,  Ill. 

Wharton 

Doyle 

yMailliard 

Wier 

Fascell 

Mason 

Williams,  N.  T. 

Flood 

Miller,  Calif. 

Withrow 

Fogarty 

Morgan 

Young 

Gavin 

Mo.ss 

Younger 

George  ' 

Nicholson 

So  the' conference  report  was  agreed  to. 
The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs ' 

Mr,'Walter  with  Mr.  Taylor. 

Mr.  Keogh  with  Mr.  Hiestand. 

Mr.  Anfuso  with  Mr.  Dellay. 

Mr.  Roosevelt  with  Mr.  Dorn  of  New  York. 
’’Mr.  Miller  of  California  with  Mr.  Gavin. 

/ 

/  Mr.  Moss  with  Mr.  George. 


Mr.  O’Neill  'With  Mr.  Alger. 

Mr.  Young  with  Idr.  Allen  of  California. 
Mr.  Dempsey  with  Mr.  Beamer. 

Mr.  Hays  of  Ohio  with  Mr.  Kearney. 

Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  Mason. 

Mr.  Preston  with  Mr.  Mailliard.  ; 

Mr.  Vinson  with  Mr.  McDonougy. 

Mr.  Pilcher  with  Mr.  LeCompte/ 

Mr.  Ijanham  with  Mr.  Bray.  / 

Mr.  Fogarty  with  Mrs.  Boltm 
Mr.  Gordon  with  Mr.  Cederl^rg. 

Mr.  Fascell  with  Mr.  Benth 
Mr.  Flood  with  Mr.  Kilburi 
Mr.  Doyle  with  Mr.  Krueper. 

Mr.  Dies  with  Mr.  Vursel 
Mr.  Coad  with  Mr.  Younger. 

Mr.  Coffin  with  Mr.  Slyr. 

Mr.  Kirwan  with  Mr.  gheehan. 

Mr.  Kluczynski  wither.  Riehlman. 

Mr.  Sikes  with  Mrs/  Harden. 

Ml-.  Holtzman  wltW  Mr.  Hillings. 

Mr.  Barrett  with  Mr.  Hoffman. 

Mr.  Brooks  of  L^lsiana  with  Mr.  Sadlak. 
Mr.  Buckley  wi^  Mr.  Scrivner. 

Mr.  Rains  wltlvMr.  Jackson. 

Mr.  Udall  witrf  Mr.  Horan. 

Mr.  Vanik  wt£h  Mr.  Scott  of  Pennsylvania. 
Ir.  Rivers  yvith  Mr.  Coudert. 
rs.  Grifflms  with  Mr.  Clevenger. 

Gre^  of  Oregon  with  Mr.  Harvey, 
lolififeld  with  Mr.  Chiperfield. 


I  security  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
I  30,  1958,  and  for  other  pmposes,  and  ask 
\  unanimous  consent  that  the  statement 
5  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
?  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

!  The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

I  The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
ithe  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
I  Louisiana? 

i  There  was  no  objection, 
j  The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

I  (For  conference  report  and  statements, 
i  see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  August 
I  28.  1957.) 

1  (Mr.  PASSMAN  asked  and  was  given 
!  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
!  marks.) 

]  Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mi-.  Speaker,  I  yield 
i  myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

;  Mr.  Speaker,  the  statements  I  shall 
j  make  this  morning  will  have  no  bearing 
-  on  the  action  on  the  bill  before  us,  but 
;  the  information  might  make  it  less  diffi- 
j  cult  for  the  membership  to  more  clearly 
;  understand  the  mutual-security  bill  next 
'  year.  I  trust  the  membership  will  not 
I  take  offense  at  this  statement,  but  in 


with  Mr.  Gwinn. 
erson  of  Montana  with  Mr  Lips 


Mr.  ^i^y  with  Mr.  Cunningham  of  Iowa,  i  reality  this  is  a  combination  bill  you  are 

jeonsidering  this  morning — it  is  the 
'  mutual  security-civil  rights  appropria- 
'  tion  bill  for  fiscal  year  1958.  A  great 
i  many  of  you  know  exactly  what  I  am  im- 
f  plying.  There  is  nothing  I  can  do  about 
I  this,  however,  so  I  will  rest  my  case  in 
!  that  respect  with  this  reference  to  a 
5  regrettable  situation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  all  anxious  to  go 
'  home.  One  of  the  saddest  things  for 
I  me  about  adjournment  of  the  House  is 
1  the  parting  with  members  of  the  Sub- 
I  committee  on  Appropriations  which 
;  handles  this  bill.  I  have  never  worked 
'  with  a  more  loyal,  distinguished,  and 
;  understanding  group  of  men  in  my  life 
§  and,  of  course,  that  observation  applies 
I  to  the  Members  on  either  side  of  the 
aisle.  We  tried  to  do  the  very  best  job 
possible,  and  the  few  times  that  we  dis¬ 
agreed,  we  did  so  without  being  dis¬ 
agreeable.  It  may  not  be  in  order  here, 
Mr.  Speaker,  but  at  this  point  I  am  going 
to  pay  my  respects  to  the  very  able  clerk 


Mr. 

Mr. 
comb. 

Mr./JohnsJin  with  Mr.  Norblad. 

M^  LesinskP^with  Mr.  Osmers. 

Mir.  Loser  witb  Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee. 
Mack  of  IlUnols  with  Mr.  Bennett  of 
Mfchigan.  \ 

•^Mr.  Morgan  with -Mr.  Smith  of  California. 
/  Mr.  Diggs  with  MrNsimpson  of  Illinois. 

/  Mr.  'Wier  with  Mr.^eague  of  California. 
Mr.  Thompson  of  nW  Jersey  with  Mr. 
Robsion  of  Kentucky.  \ 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  \ith  Mr.  -Withrow. 
Mr.  Teague  of  Texas  with’iMr.  Cole. 

Mr.  Cannon  with  Mr.  Pilliffl 


The  result  of  the  vote  wa 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  la' 
table. 


announced 


on  the 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND' 
REMARKS 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  as 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members  be  [ 


permitted  to  extend  their  remarks  on  the  I  who  helped  to  handle  this  bill.  I  doubt 


if  there  is  any  man  in  Washington  who 
understands  the  mutual-security  appro¬ 
priation  bills,  past,  and  present,  better 
than  the  gentleman  who  is  assigned  to 
this  committee,  Mr.  Jay  Howe.  I  am 
most  grateful  to  him  for  the  help  he 
gave  to  the  committee  in  trying  to  arrive 
at  a  determination  of  what  the  figures 
actually  represent. 

I  should  like  to  direct  to  the  attention 
of  the  committee  the  fact  that  even  be- 
219,  which  was  just  called.  There  was  so  ij  fore  we  have  adopted  the  final  conference 
much  confusion  in  the  Chamber  that  my  5  report  on  the  mutual -security  ^pro- 
response  was  not  heard.  I  was  sitting  ■;  Priation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1958.  officials 
here  and  answered  to  my  name,  and  I  J  administration  are  already  is  dis- 

voted  “aye.”  ’  agreement  as  to  what  the  bill  should 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it  1  Provide  next  year.  I  refer  to  a  news- 
is  so  ordered.  i  Paper  report  of  this  morning,  stating: 

There  was  no  objection.  .  Dispute  Seen  Over  Future  Foreign  Aid 

A  dispute  is  reported  developing  within 
'  the  Eisenhower  administration  over  the  size 


conference  report  just  agreed  to  and  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentldman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

CORRECTION  OF'  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  correct  rollcall  No. 


MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRI¬ 
ATION  BILL,  1958 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  <H.  R. 
9302)  making  appropriations  for  mutual 


of  next  year’s  foreign-aid  program. 

The  Director  of  the  Budget  has  indi¬ 
cated  that  there  should  be  a  ceiling  next 
year  of  $3*/^  billion.  I  would  say  that 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
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is  going  to  be  in  the  administration’s 
guardhouse  if  he  insists  on  maintaining 
his  point.  I  know  how  far  they  will  go 
to  have  their  way  on  this  bill,  whether  or 
not  the  justifications  warrant  such  a 
request. 

For  the  benefit  of  the  record  on  this 
bill,  which  is  now  before  you,  there  was  a 
blind  authorization  request  of  $4,400,- 
000,000  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 
This  subcommittee  brought  witnesses 
down  prior  to  the  time  that  we  received 
a  budget  request.  They  were  somewhat 
belligerent,  but  we  wanted  to  know  some¬ 
thing  about  how  they  arrived  at  the  fig¬ 
ure  of  $4,400,000,000,  a  figure  which  they 
finally  admitted — almost  in  these 
words — they  had  obtained  out  of  the  air. 
Now,  however,  to  abbreviate  that  mat¬ 
ter,  the  bill  that  you  will  pass  on  today 
is  approximately  $1  billion  below  the 
original  authorization. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield  ?  ' 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  un¬ 
alterably  opposed  to  foreign  aid  and  have 
been  throughout  my  entire  tenure  in 
the  Congress.  I  am  unalterably  opposed 
to  giving  money  to  Tito  who,  in  my 
humble  opinion,  is  one  of  the  greatest 
enemies  of  democracy  this  world  has 
even  known.  This  atheistic,  hypocritical 
man  in  some  manner  has  pulled  the  wool 
over  the  eyes  of  our  people  and  confused 
them  to  the  point  where  we  are  willing  to 
send  our  taxpayers’  hard-earned  dollai'S 
to  him  in  order,  if  he  so  wishes,  to  join 
the  Russians  in  a  war  against  the  United 
States  and  utilize  the  very  money  and 
material  to  murder  our  American  boys. 
To  me  this  parallels  our  action  prior  to 
World  War  II  when  we  sent  millions  of 
tons  of  scrap  iron  to  Japan,  only  to  have 
it  fired  back  at  us  at  Pearl  Harbor. 

I  am  unalterably  opposed  to  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  program  which  gives 
millions  of  dollars  to  Communists  and 
enemies  of  America  when  right  here  un¬ 
der  the  Capitol  dome  in  Washington, 
D.  C.,  it  has  been  clearly  established  by 
one  of  the  investigating  committees  that 
there  are  50,000  underfed,  undernour¬ 
ished,  and  poorly  housed  children  in  our 
own  capital.  We  find  ourselves  in  the 
closing  days  of  the  Congress  voting  a 
giveaway  program  for  almost  $31/2 
billion,  which  is  a  quarter  of  a  billion 
dollars  higher  than  the  figure  originally 
passed  by  the  House.  In  my  honest  judg¬ 
ment,  we  certainly  would  have  been  bet¬ 
ter  off  to  use  this  quarter  of  a  billion 
dollars  which  was  raised  above  the  origi¬ 
nal  House  figure  in  strengthening  our 
defense  program.  We  are  placed  in  a 
very  ridiculous  position  in  that  our  de¬ 
fense  appropriation  was  reduced  by  over 
$2  billion  which  has  forced  the 
curtailment  of  the  guided-missile  pro- 
grarn.  Several  plants  have  been  forced 
to  either  close  down  entirely  or  to  sub¬ 
stantially  reduce  their  personnel.  For 
example,  the  North  American  Aviation 
Company  of  Los  Angeles  laid  off  8,000 
employees,  due  to  this  defense  appropria¬ 
tion  cut.  It  certainly  doe:  not  help  mat- 
teis  for  Russia  to  announce  her  success 
in  the  testing  of  a  5,000-mile  guided  mis¬ 
sile  and  over  the  period  of  the  last  6 
months  the  success  of  other  tests  with 


guided  missiles  of  a  5,000-  and  6,000- 
mile  range. 

Not  only  have  the  tests  proven  suc¬ 
cessful  in  Russia,  but  in  addition  there 
is  the  announcement  that  these  mis¬ 
siles  are  being  produced  on  a  mass  scale. 
Here  in  America,  we  have  not  had  a 
test  of  guided  missiles  of  over  1,500  miles 
range.  To  illustrate  the  slowness  of  the 
guided-missile  program,  only  a  few  days 
ago,  there  was  an  announcement  of  a 
test  on  a  guided  missile  of  1,500  miles 
range  called  Jupiter.  We  were  testing 
1,500 -mile  guided  missiles  2  years  ago 
and  have  not  yet  gone  into  mass  pro¬ 
duction  of  this  comparatively  short- 
range  missile  known  as  the  Jupiter. 

While  it  may  be  true  that  we  had  no 
knowledge  prior  to  the  recent  test  in 
Russia  of  the  5,000-mile  long-range 
guided  missiles,  which  knowledge 
reached  us  after  the  defense  appropria¬ 
tions  were  passed,  we  now  find  ourselves 
in  the  ridiculous  position  of  having  cut 
the  defense  measure  to  the  bone  and 
seriously  curtailed  our  guided-missile 
program  while  at  the  same  time  we  are 
increasing  the  foreign- aid  giveaway  pro¬ 
gram  to  our  doubtful  friends  from  $3.- 
200,000,000  to  $3,450,000,000. 

In  my  opinion  our  taxpaying  citizens 
would  certainly  appreciate  our  actions 
more  if  this  Congress  had  taken  $2  bil¬ 
lion  of/this  foreign-aid  money  and  ap¬ 
plied  it  on  our  guided-missile  program 
to  keep  this  vital  phase  of  our  defense 
on  an  up-to-date  and  effective  basis. 
This  would  still  leave  the  foreign-aid 
giveaway  program  $1,450,000,000,  which 
I  feel  is  exactly  that  sum  too  much. 
The  democratic  free  world  would  be  in 
a  far  better  position  if  we  would  proceed 
sensibly  in  protecting  ourselves  from  our 
common  enemy — the  Russians. 

We  have  been  living  in  a  dream  world 
by  hanging  on  the  concept  that  living 
here  in  America  is  in  the  superlative. 
Most  of  us  have  been  under  false  im¬ 
pression  that  our  guided-missile  pro¬ 
gram  is  far  advanced  of  Russia  and  now 
comes  the  rude  awakening  and  we  find 
ourselves  not  on  an  equal  basis  with  Rus¬ 
sia,  but  rather  lagging  far  behind  in  this 
highly  important  phase  of  defense. 

Since  Russia  has  developed  the  5,000- 
mile-long-range  missile  and  established 
its  effectiveness  by  tests,  and  at  the  same 
time,  we  have  reduced  our  defense  pi-o- 
gram  by  $2  billion,  it  appears  to  me  that 
it  is  a  question  of  our  being  dollarwise 
and  defense  foolish. 

In  my  judgment.  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  and  his  advisers  have  fallen  far 
short  in  their  obligation  to  protect  the 
interest  of  our  American  people  in  our 
guided-missile  interests.  I  pray  to  God 
that  with  this  recent  announcement  of 
Russia’s  success  in  the  guided-missile 
field,  we  will  go  ahead  with  our  defense 
program  in  an  effective  and  efficient 
manner  regardless  of  cost  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  all  important  guided-mis¬ 
sile  program  to  a  point  second  to  none, 
fff  it  takes  supplemental  appropriations, 
then  I  say  let  us  appropriate  the  money 
because  we  cannot  afford  to  fall  behind 
on  our  defense.  Next  year,  let  us  use 
a  little  more  commonsense,  even  if  we 
offend  lobbies  and  cut  the  foreign  aid 
program  to  the  bone,  which  is  exactly 
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what  should  be  done.  We  have  gone  far 
beyond  the  call  of  duty  and  beyond  even 
the  remotest  obligation  in  placing  these 
foreign  recipient  nations  on  their  feet 
and  it  is  high  time. to  act  with  sound 
judgment  and  take  care  of  our  own  de¬ 
fense  rather  than  to  continue  pouring 
the  taxpayers’  hard-earfied  dollars  down 
the  drain. 

(Mr.  LONG  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  May  I  conclude  my 
statement,  and  then  I  shall  be  pleased 
to  yield. 

First,  there  is  an  authorization  re¬ 
quest,  which  may  actually  be  any  figure. 
Later,  after  the  bill  comes  down,  there 
is  an  authorization  bill,  and  then  the 
figure  becomes  a  budget  estimate.  Sub¬ 
sequent  to  that  the  appropriation  bill  is 
handled,  and  we  reduce  the  amount  of 
the  authorization  bill.  Then  we  receive 
the  revised  budget  estimate.  Next  the 
authorizing  bill  goes  to  the  Senate  and 
certain  adjustments  are  made  before  it 
comes  back  to  the  House  with  a  differ¬ 
ent  figure.  The  same  procedure  occurs 
with  the  appropriation  bill.  So  the  situ¬ 
ation  is  really  confusing,  even  to  a  cer¬ 
tified  public  accountant  or  mathemati¬ 
cian. 

I  hope  you  will  listen  to  these  figures 
which  I  am  about  to  present  and  will 
keep  the  record  on  your  desk  so  that, 
when  we  handle  the  bill  next  year,  there 
will  be  no  misimderstanding  about  the 
committee  having  some  knowledge  of 
the  requirements. 

The  President’s  authorization  request 
was  for  $4.4  billion.  The  bill  before  you 
calls  for  approximately  $3.4  billion, 
which'  is  $1  billion  below  the  amormt 
the  President  said  would  be  required  for 
the  program  of  foreign  aid. 

In  the  program  that  you  now  have  for 
mutual  security,  beginning  with  fiscal 
1958,  $5,602,000,000  is  provided  in  the 
military  phase  of  the  bill.  There  is  a 
total  of  $3,361,760,000  in  other  programs, 
making  an  overall  aggregate  of  $8,963^- 
760,000,  or,  in  round  figures,  $9  billion 
available  for  expenditure  in  the  mutual 
security  program  for  fiscal  1958.  This 
sum  does  not  include  funds  under  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  or  any  other  laws  whereby 
there  are  foreign-aid  programs. 

In  fiscal  year  1956,  the  first  year  in 
which  it  was  my  privilege  to  handle  this 
bill,  we  reduced  the  appropriation  below 
the  budget  by  $584,666,750. 

In  fiscal  1957,  my  second  year  as 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  handling 
the  bill,  we  reduced  the  appropi'iation 
below  the  budget  estimate  by  $1,004,- 
505,000. 

Now,  this  third  year,  we  have  reduced 
the  appropriation  bill  below  the  budget 
estimate  by  $565,650,000. 

During  the  3  years  it  has  been  my 
privilege  to'  serve  as  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  we  have  reduced  the 
money  by  an  aggregate  of  $2,214,821,750 
below  the  budget  estimates. 

After  the  House  worked  on  this  bill,  it 
went  to  the  other  side,  where  a  lot  of 
money  was  added.  In  several  instances 
we  were  asked  to  yield  from  our  stand 
as  a  gesture  to  the  prestige  of  the  other 
body.  It  is  just  that  simple.  In  fiscal 
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1956  we  reduced  the  amount  of  money 
put  in  by  the  other  body  by  $523,866,750. 
In  fiscal  1957  we  reduced  the  money  put 
in  by  the  other  body  by  $344,350,000. 
This  year  we  reduced  the  amount  of 
money  put  in  by  the  other  body  by  $256,- 
900,000,  or  a  total  reduction  in  confer¬ 
ence  below  what  the  other  body  put  in 
of  $1,125,116,750  for  the  3  years. 

This  committee  is  either  right  or 
wrong.  The  fact  as  to  which  will  be 
established  after  the  administration 
works  on  this  year’s  appropriation  for 
the  first  6  months  of  fiscal  1958. 

I  am  on  record,  and  I  have  no  inten¬ 
tion  whatsoever  of  retracting  or  failing 
to  go  through  with  my  commitments, 
that  if  there  are  not  unobligated  funds 
from  this  bill  at  the  time  when  they  re¬ 
quest  the  appropriation  for  next  year, 
then  I  am  going  to  submit  my  resignation 
as  a  member  of  this  particular  subcom¬ 
mittee  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Cannon]. 

Claims  to  the  contrary  notwithstand¬ 
ing,  there  is  money  in  this  bill  which 
will  not  be  needed,  and  it  should  not 
be  included.  But,  what  are  you  going 
to  do  when  the  leadership  in  the  other 
body  is  stacked  so  solidly  against  you? 
You  are  either  going  to  recede  on  certain 
items  or  you  are  not  going  to  have  a 
conference  report. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  that  I  have  not 
offended  any  of  my  friends  on  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  whether  it  be 
this  subcommittee  or  the  full  committee; 
and  this  hope  applies  likewise  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  Members  of  the  House.  I 
try  to  know  something  about  this  bill, 
and  I  think  that  the  past  record  is  evi¬ 


dence  enough  to  convince  all  of  you  that 
we  have  not  damaged  the  foreign-aid 
program  by  any  of  the  appropriations 
reductions. 

Those  of  you  who  are  going  home  and 
expect  to  spend  restless  nights  concerned 
about  the  amount  of  money  we  have 
taken  out  of  this  program,  let  me  suggest 
that  you  not  buy  any  tranquilizer  pills, 
but  that  you  go  home,  go  to  bed,  and  get 
some  rest.  There  is  ample  money  in  this 
bill  to  carry  out  the  President’s  program, 
whether  he  knows  it  or  not. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  I  want 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  congratulate 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  and  the  members  of  his  subcom¬ 
mittee  for  the  work  he  has  done  in  hold¬ 
ing  down  this  international  giveaway 
program.  I  am  so  thoroughly  convinced 
that  the  action  the  gentleman  and  his 
committee  had  taken  was  the  right  one 
that  I  had  prepared  and  was  ready  to 
offer  today  a  motion  to  recommit  this 
bill  to  conference  with  instructions  to 
continue  opposition  to  the  Senate 
amendments.  As  the  gentleman  knows, 
of  course,  my  move  apparently  was  an¬ 
ticipated  and  the  Senate  kept  the  bill, 
and  a  motion  to  recommit  is  not  now  in 
order. 

The  gentleman  made  a  remarkable  in¬ 
troductory  statement  in  his  address,  that 
this  bill  should  be  referred  to  as  the 
civil-rights  mutual-aid  bill. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  meant  it  to  be  both 
facetious  and  thought  provoking. 

Mutual  security  'program,  fiscal  year  1958 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  I  think 
perhaps  it  goes  a  little  deeper  than  that. 
I  have  heard  rumors,  and  certainly  the 
facts  would  tend  to  bear  this  out,  the 
developments  of  recent  days,  that  the 
fate  of  this  legislation  was  tied  directly 
at  the  fate  of  the  civil-rights  bill;  that 
the  trade  was  made  by  which  one  Re¬ 
publican  Member  joined  with  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Members  in  petitioning  for  a  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  Rules  Committee  which  could 
not  otherwise  have  been  had.  Will  the 
gentleman  elaborate  by  telling  us  what 
he  knows  about  that? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  would  not  say  that 
the  gentleman  is  entirely  mistaken.  I 
think,  however,  the  question  can  be  bet¬ 
ter  answered  if  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  would  consult  the 
Washington  newspapers  beginning  with 
a  date  right  after  the  House  passed  the 
appropriation  bill  and  continuing  up  to 
the  time  the  Senate  passed  the  bill.  I 
think  if  he  does  this  that  the  gentleman’s 
questions  will  be  answered. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi.  I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gross]. 

Mr.  GROSS.  This  conference  report 
does  provide  almost  a  quarter  of  a  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  increase  over  the  bill  as  it 
was  approved  by  a  tremendous  majority 
in  this  House.  Is  not  that  true? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  May  I  answer  the 
gentleman  this  way:  That  about  2  weeks 
ago  the  House  and  the  other  body  passed 
authorizing  legislation.  The  bill  under 
consideration  here  is  $565,650,000  below 
the  amount  the  Congress  authorized. 

I  present  here  for  the  Record  a  tabu¬ 
lation  which  outlines  the  program  in 
detail : 


[In  thousands] 


Appro¬ 

priation, 

1957 

1958  authorization 

1958  appropriation 

Final  appropriation  compared  with — 

Request 

Senate 

House 

Confer¬ 

ence 

Esti¬ 

mate 

House 

Senate 

Confer¬ 

ence 

1957 

appro¬ 

priation 

1958 

estimate 

House 

Senate 

Mutual  Defense  Assistance 

Military  assistance: 

Appropriation _ 

■Unobligated  and  unreserved 
balance _ 

$2, 017, 500 

195, 500 

$1, 900, 000 

(?) 

‘$1,800,000 

(>) 

$1, 500,  OOO 

0 

$1,600,000 

(») 

$1,600,000 

538,800 

$1, 250,  OOO 

538, 800 

$1, 475, 000 

538,800 

$1, 340, 000 

538, 800 

-$077,  500 

+343. 300 

-$260,000 

+$90, 000 

-$135, 000 

Total,  military  assistance.... 

Defense  support: 

Appropriation _ 

2,213,000 

1,900,000 

1,800,000 

1,500,000 

1,600,000 

2, 138, 800 

1,788,800 

2, 013, 800 

1,878,800 

-334, 200 

-260,000 

+90,000 

-135,000 

1, 161, 700 

900,000 

3  800,000 

600,000 

750,000 

750,000 

585, 000 
36,000 

689,000 

36,000 

689,000 

36,000 

-472,700 

+36,000 

-61,000 

+36,000 

+104,000 

Total,  defense  support . 

Total,  mutual  defense  assist¬ 
ance . . 

1,161,700 

900,000 

800,000 

600,000 

750,000 

750,000 

621,000 

725,000 

725,  000 

-430,  700 

-25,000 

+104,  000 

3, 374, 700 

2, 800, 000 

2, 600, 000 

2,100,000 

2, 3.50,  000 

2, 888, 800 

2,  409, 800 

2, 738, 800 

2, 603, 000 

-770,  900 

-285,  000 

+194,000 

-135,  OOO 

Economic  and  Technical 
Cooperation 

Development  assistance: 

250,000 

-250,000 

+52,000 

Unobligated  balance _ 

0 

(’) 

?) 

0 

52,000 

52,000 

62,000 

52,000 

Total,  development  assist- 

250,000 

• 

52,000 

500,000 

52,000 

300,000 

52,000 

400,000 

52,000 

300,000 

-198, 000 
+300,000 

Development  loan  fund _ 

500,000 

*  500,000 

500,000 

“  500,000 

-200,000 

-100,000 

Technical  cooperation: 

General  authorization: 

Appropriation _ 

Unobligated  balance _ 

135,000 

151,900 

■  151,900 

151,900 

«  151,  900 

151,900 

113,000 

12,000 

114,900 

12,000 

113,000 

12,000 

-22,000 
+  12,000 

-38, 900 
+12, 000 

-1,900 

Total,  general  authoriza¬ 
tion  . . . 

United  Nations  program . 

135,000 

15,500 

151,900 

15,500 

151,900 

15,500 

15,9000 

15,500 

151,900 

15,500 

1.51,900 

15,500 

125,000 

15,500 

126,900 

15,500 

125,000 

15,600 

-10,000 

-26,900 

-1,900 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Mutual  security  'program,  fiscal  year  1958 — Continued 
(In  thousands) 


Teclinioal  cooperation — Con. 


Offanization 
.States . 


of  American 


Total,  teehnical  coopera¬ 
tion . - . 


Total,  eeonomic  and  tech¬ 
nical  cooperation _ .... 


Othkr  Proghams 

Slieelal  assistance,  general  authori¬ 
zation - - 

Special  assislanw',  Latin  America. 

Six'cial  Presidential  fund . 

Joint  control  areas . . . 

J)itergovcrnmental  Committee  for 

Kuropean  Migration _ _ _ _ 

United  Nations  refugee  fimd . . 

Kscapee  program . . . 

T  nited  Nations  Relief  and  Works 
Agency:  Unobligated  balance... 
United  Nations  childrens’  fund — 
Koi-th  Atlantic  Treaty  Organiza¬ 
tion . . . . . 

Owan  freight . . 

Control  Act  expenses - - - 

Administrative  expenses: 

International  Cooperation  Ad¬ 
ministration _ 

State  Department . 


Atoms  for  Peace: 

Appropriation.,  - . 

Unobligated  balance. 


Appro- 

priation, 

1957 


$1.50fl 


152.000 

402,000 


100.  000 
12,200 

12,  ,500 
1,  y<KI 
6,000 

4.5.  300 
10,000 


Total,  Atoms  for  Peace. 


Total,  other  programs _ 

Total,  mutual  security: 

Appropriation  . . 

Unobligated  balances - 


Total _ _ 

Add  continuing  authorizations . 


Comparable  totals. 


2.  .5(K) 
1, 175 


29,  018 
4,  577 


5,500 


.5,  .500 


1958  authorization 


Request 


,$1,  .500 


108,900 


608,900 


300,000 


11,500 
V) 

2,2,33 

5,500 

(^) 

ll.OtX) 

(’) 
2,200 
1,300 


3.5,  000 
(0 


7,000 


7,000 


230,  670  375,  733 


3,  766,  .570 
240,  800 


4,  007, 370 


3,  844,  633 
014,ti00 


4,  4.59, 233 
19,  777 

4,  479,  010 


Senate 


$1,500 


168,900 


668,900 


2.50,  000 
25,000 


11,500 

(0 
2,  233 
5,500 

(2) 
11,000 

(’) 
2,200 
1,000 


,33.  000 
(’) 


7,000 


7,000 


348,  433 


3,617,333 
614, 600 


4,231,9.33 
19, 777 


4,251,710 


House 


$1,.500 

168,900 


668,  900 


2.50, 000 
25,000 


11,500 

(■) 
2,233 
6,500 

C) 
11,000 

(n 

2,2(X1 

1,000 


32,  .500 
C) 


7,000 


7,000 


Confer- 

CIKX) 


$l,.5tX) 


168,  900 


6t)8,  900 


1958  appropriation 


Esti¬ 

mate 


$1,.500 


168,900 


House 


Senate 


$1,,500  $i..5no 


142,  000 


720,  900 


2.50.  not) 

25,  (XHl 


11,500 

C) 

2,233 
5,500 

(J) 
11,000 

(') 

2.  200 
l,tXK) 


32.  7.50 
(■) 


7,000 


7,0(X) 


347,933  ;148, 183 


3,116,8.33  3,  .367, 083 
614,600  614,600 


3,731.433 
19,  777 


3,  751,  210 


3,  981 . 683 
19.  777 


4,  001,  460 


2.50,  000 
25.  OtXI 


11,500 

12,  .500 
2,  233 
5,  .5(K1 

23.  son 
11,000 

2.700 
2.  2(XI 
1,(KXI 


32,  7.50 
4.  5' 


7,  OOO 


.000 


494.000 


17.5,000 


11,500 

12,  .500 
2,  233 
5,500 

2.3,  800 
11,000 

1,.500 

2,200 

1,000 


32,  7,50 
4,  577 


4,  450 


4,  4.50 


391.7(81  288,010 


3,  386,  8CX) 
614',  mi 

4,001.  460 


2,  524,  760 
667,  0,50 

3,191,810 


143.900 


.595,  900 


225,  000 
20,000 


11,  500 

12.500 
2,  233 
5,500 

2.3,800 

11,000 

1,,500 
2.  200 
1,000 


32,  7.50 
4.  577 


4,4,50 


3, 025,  660 
667,050 

3.  692,  710 


Final  appropriation  compared  witii— 


Confer¬ 

ence 


$1,500 


142,000 


494, 000 


22.5,000 


11.500 

12.500 
2,233 

6.500 

23,800 

11,000 

1.500 
2,200 
1,000 


32,  7,50 
4,577 


4,450 


4,450 
3.38, 010 


2,  768, 760 
667,  0.50 


3,  435, 810 


1957 

appro¬ 

priation 


-$10,000 


4-92,000 


4-225,000 


-100,000 

-700 


4-333 

-600 

-21,500 

4-1,000 

4-1,500 

-300 

-175 


4-3,  732 


-5,500 

4-4,450 


-1,050 


4-107, 340 


-997, 810 
4-426,  250 


-571,  560 


1958 

estimate 


-$26,900 


-226,  900 


-25,000 

-25,000 


-1,200 


-7,000 
-)-4,  4,50 


-2.  5.50 


-53,7.50 


-618, 100 
4-52, 4.50 


-565,  6.50 


ITou.se 


4-$.50,  (XXl 


.s.. 


4- .50,  (HX) 


4-244,  000 


4-244,  000 


Senate 


-$1, 9(KI 
-101.  900 


—  20.  (XIO 


-20.  OtX) 


-2.56.  900 


-256.  900 


>  Also  authorized  $1,. 500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1959.  ‘  In  addition,  $625,000,000  authorized  in  fiscal  year  1959  on  no-year  basis, 

z  Unobligated  balances  authorized  to  be  continued  available.  "  .\uthorized  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

>  Also  authorized  $710,(KKI,(XHI  for  fiscal  year  19.59.  ■  Continuing  authorizations  already  in  law:  For  ICEM  and  NATO,  unliniite  l; 

<  Also  authorized  additional  $750,(XX),000  borrowing  authority  for  each  of  fiscal  years  for  Slate  Department  admiuistrative  expenses,  not  to  exceed  $7, 000, (XX)  per  annum. 

1959  and  1960. 


The  bill  before  the  House  is  $366,900,- 
000  below  what  the  other  body  appro¬ 
priated;  it  is  $244  million  above  what 
the  House  passed  a  few  days  ago.  So, 
in  conference,  we  protected  the  prestige 
of  the  House  by  getting  better  than  a 
50-50  split. 

Mr.  GROSS.  You  protected  it,  but  it 
cost  $244  million  or  almost  a  quarter  of 
a  billion  dollars. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  At  least  we  author¬ 
ized  that  much  more  money  than  the 
House  bill  called  for. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FORD.  Is  it  not  true  that  this 
figure  is  about  $400  million  less  than  the 
original  House  version  of  the  authoriz¬ 
ing  legislation? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Well,  I  covered  that 
in  the  beginning.  For  the  3  years  it  is 
over  2  billion  dollars  less  than  the  origi¬ 
nal  authorization  requests.  Of  course, 
every  year  we  reduce  this  substantially 
below  what  the  authorizing  legislation 
calls  for.  It  is  a  billion  less  than  the 
Pi'esident  requested  at  the  beginning  of 


the  year.  The  figure  the  gentleman 
mentioned  with  respect  to  being  below 
the  authorization  request  is  correct. 

Mr.  FORD.  It  should  be  said  also 
that  it  is  $561  million  less  than  the  final 
authorization  bill  and  $400  million  less 
than  the  original  House  version  of  the 
authorizing  legislation. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  GARY.  The  fact  is  that  the  figure 
as  presented  to  the  House  today  is  a 
billion  and  a  half  dollars  less  than  the 
President  suggested  in  his  state  of  the 
Union  message. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  That  is  correct.  It 
keeps  working  down  a  half  billion  dollars 
at  a  time.  If  we  were  to  stay  in  session 
until  October,  in  all  probability  there 
would  be  another  revised  estimate. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida.^ 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  and  to  his  committee  that 
they  have  done  a  fine  job  in  a  very  bad 


situation.  I  just  hope  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  and  the  House  will  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  in  another  year  the  proposi¬ 
tion  of  bringing  this  bill  before  us,  so 
that  the  House  will  have  ample  oppor¬ 
tunity  or  time  to  work  its  will  on  a  bill 
of  this  kind.  I  think  it  is  a  terrible 
situation  where  you  bring  a  bill  in  dur¬ 
ing  the  closing  moments  of  the  session, 
when  everybody  is  wanting  to  get  home, 
carrying  appropriations  of  this  kind, 
where  the  House  is  practically  forced  to 
take  this  bill. 

I  am  against  the  bill,  I  am  against 
foreign  aid  or  foreign  giveaway,  I  have 
never  voted  for  it  and  I  do  not  intend 
to  vote  for  this  conference  report. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  wish  to  join  in  com¬ 
mending  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
and  the  members  of  his  subcommittee  for 
the  work  that  they  have  done  this 
year  on  the  foreign  aid  or  mutual  secur¬ 
ity  bill.  I  voted  against  the  authorizing 
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legislation  when  it  was  presented  because 
I  thought  it  was  too  high,  not  because 
I  do  not  believe  in  some  forms  of  foreign 
aid.  Foreign  aid  properly  administered 
has  meant  a  great  deal  and  will  mean  a 
great  deal,  but  I  feel  that  the  program 
should  be  tapered  off  more  decidedly. 

As  I  read  the  figures,  when  we  have 
approved  this  bill,  the  total  reduction 
in  the  President’s  appropriation  budget 
by  the  Congress  for  this  year  will  have 
been  $5,048,000,000? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  'That  is  my  under¬ 
standing.  'The  gentleman  is  speaking  of 
the  overall  reduction  by  the  House  of  the 
President’s  budget.  The  amount  we 
have  reduced  it  exceeds  $5  billion, 
according  to  the  information  given  to 
me. 

Mr.  MAHON.  A  Member  said  to  me 
this  morning  “I  have  a  lot  of  defense  in¬ 
dustry  in  my  district  and  there  are  some 
cut-backs  in  defense  work.”  He  said,  “I 
think  I  did  the  right  thing  when  I  voted 
to  reduce  the  defense  budget,  following 
the  leadership  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  but  I  want  to  be  sure  I  was 
correct  in  that  vote.” 

I  think  it  might  be  well  to  point  out 
that  the  Defense  Department  had  last 
year  available  for  expenditure  a  total  in 
excess  of  74  billion  dollars.  It  spent 
$38.4  billion.  This  year,  the  current 
year,  the  Department  of  Defense  has 
available  to  it  for  expenditure  $70.8  bil¬ 
lion. 

It  developed  during  the  closing  months 
of  the  last  fiscal  year  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  which  had  predicted 
through  a  total  expenditure  last  year  of 
$36  billion — was  in  error  to  the  extent 
of  in  excess  of  $2  bilUon.  And  in  the 
closing  months  of  the  last  fiscal  year  de¬ 
fense  spending  was  at  the  rate  of  $40 
billion-plus.  It  is  obvious  that  if  this 
upward  spiral  of  defense  spending  con¬ 
tinued  it  would  be  necessary  to  raise 
the  debt  ceiling  and  make  many  other 
adjustments.  .So  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  this  year,  while  it  has  available 
to  it  a  total  of  $70  billion-plus,  appro¬ 
priated  for  this  year  and  in  previous 
years  for  expenditure,  is  not  spending 
much  of  this  money  available  to  it  by 
reason  of  the  fiscal  situation.  The  De¬ 
fense  Department  this  year  could  keep 
all  the  factories  humming,  all  the  men 
employed  and  all  the  men  in  the  service 
and  spend  $40  billion  or  $43  billion  this 
year.  That  much  would  be  available  for 
expenditure  by  reason  of  the  action  of 
the  Congress  this  year  and  in  previous 
years. 

We  have  approved  these  programs. 
We  have  given  them  the  money.  But  the 
Defense  Department,  for  what  it  con¬ 
siders  good  reasons,  as  well  as  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  have  said,  “We  do  not  want 
to  spend  this  money  which  the  Congress 
has  given  because  we  do  not  want  to 
exceed  the  speed  of  spending  as  esti¬ 
mated  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.” 
There  are  two  sides  to  that  question. 

So  I  should  like  to  assure  everyone 
that  the  Defense  Department  cutbacks 
have  not  been  the  result  of  actions  of  the 
Congress  on  the  defense  bill  but  have 
been  the  result  of  the  action  of  the 
administration  to  keep  defense  spending 
at  $38  billion  this  fiscal  year. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  present  in  my  ex¬ 
tension  of  remarks  a  letter  from  the 
Comptroller  of  the  Defense  Department 
verifying  the  statement  which  I  have 
made;  and  also  in  my  extension  of  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record  I 
shall  further  pinpoint  this  problem 
which  may  be  troubling  some  people  by 
reason  of  headlines  as  to  defense  cut¬ 
backs. 

I  think  we  cannot  consider  defense  as 
merely  the  Department  of  Defense  ap¬ 
propriations.  1  think  this  bill,  the 
mutual-security  bill,  has  a  relationship 
to  it.  I  am  voting  for  this  bill.  I  know 
it  is  unpopular  but  I  consider  that  at 
least  certain  parts  of  it  are  important 
elements  in  the  defense  picture.  I 
would  say  that  there  is  much  room  fOr 
improvement  of  the  aid  program.  I  am 
supporting  the  gentleman  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Passman]  in  voting  for  this  bill 
and  I  thank  him  for  yielding  to  me  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  am  very  glad  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Virginia,  who  trained  me;  and  if 
I  have  done  a  poor  job,  blame  him. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  be 
delighted  to  share  as  trainer  some  of 
the  credit  which  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  deserves  for  his  excellent 
handling  ,of  this  bill  but  I  fear  the  pupil 
has  surpassed  his  instructor.  Although 
there  have  been  substantial  cuts  in  this 
bill,  I  am  convinced  that  the  amounts  in 
the  original  House  bill  were  ample  to 
sustain  an  adequate  foreign-aid  program 
for  the  next  year.  Therefore,  as  we 
lawyers  would  say,  since  that  was  an  ade¬ 
quate  amount  a  fortiori,  the  amount 
recommended  today  is  more  than  ade¬ 
quate  for  the  program. 

I  do  not  believe  the  program  will  suf¬ 
fer  because  of  our  cuts.  I  agree  with 
the  gentleman  that  they  will  probably 
come  back  next  year  with  an  unobli¬ 
gated  balance,  as  they  did  this  year. 
But  this  is  the  best  the  House  conferees 
<could  do,  and  I  hope  it  will  be  the 
pleasure  of  the  House  to  accept  this  re¬ 
port.  In  my  opinion,  the  time  has  come 
when  we  must  begin  to  cut  down  on  this 
foreign-aid  spending  and  give  some  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  high  tax  burden  that 
our  own  people  are  paying  in  this  coun¬ 
try. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Speaking  of  the  lat¬ 
ter  amount,  the  amount  the  House  al¬ 
lowed,  the  gentleman  is  referring  to  what 
I  refer  to  as  a  combination  bill,  mutual 
security  and  civil  rights. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Will  the 
chairman  advise  the  House  as  to  whether 
or  not  in  his  opinion  the  amount  included 
in  this  bill  now  is  sufficient  to  operate 
the  program  the  coming  year?  I  raise 
that  question  for  the  reason  that  the 
press  this  morning  carries  a  report  to 
the  effect  that  it  has  been  suggested  in 
the  other  body  that  it  may  be  necessary 
to  return  in  January  and  ask  for  a  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  for  foreign  aid. 
I  should  like  to  have  that  matter  cleared 
up. 
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Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  do  not  think  there 
will  be  any  special  session  and  I  do  not 
think  there  will  be  any  request  for  any 
supplemental  appropriation  in  January. 
I  am  sure  if  the  gentleman  has  observed 
all  the  loose  talk  in  the  newspapers  about 
how  many  times  we  have  ruined  this 
program,  he  can  discount  that  statement 
100  percent. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  The  gentle¬ 
man  believes  there  is  adequate  money 
in  the  bill? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  think  there  is  more 
than  adequate  money,  as  I  stated  to  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  and  stated  in 
my  remarks  earlier. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  following  are  the 
figures  for  military  assistance  and  mu¬ 
tual  security; 

Military  assistance — Analysis  as  certified  ty 
the  Department 


Appropriation.'!; 

19,56  appropriation,  new  funds _ $1, 022, 200, 000 

1956  reappropriation... . . .  33, 900. 000 


Total .  1,056,100,000 


1957  appropriation,  new  funds .  2, 017,  500, 000 

1957  reappropriation... .  195,500,000 


Total .  2.213,000,000 


1958  appropriation,  new  funds _  1, 340, 000, 000 

1958  reappropriation _  538, 800, 000 


Total .  1,878,800,000 


Obligations: 

19.56,  total .  848;  920, 000 

1957,  total . 1,674,200,000 

1958  (same  as  1957  according  to  Brun- 

dage) ,  total .  1, 674, 200, 000 

Expenditures; 

1956,  total .  2,  572,  000, 000 

1957,  total _ _ 2,319,000,000 

1958  (estimated,  see  p  404,  House 

hearings) ,  total _  2, 200, 000, 000 

Military  only: 

Obligated  and  reserve  carryover _  3, 723, 200, 000 

1958  reappropriation _  538, 800, 000 

1958  new  funds  approved  by  House..  1, 340, 000, 0(X) 


Total . - .  5,602,000,000 


Total  available  for  expenditure  and  obli¬ 
gation  fiscal  1958: 

■  Total  military _  5,602,000,000 

Total  nonmilitary _  3,361,760,000 


Grand  total  available  for  expend!-  , 

ture  and  obligation _  8, 963,  760, 000 

Mutual  security  appropriation  bill 
Fiscal  year  1956: 

Budget  estimates _  $3,  350,  541, 750 

House  bill . . . -  2,701,275,000 

Senate  bill _  3, 289, 741,  750 

Conference.. . . . 2,765,875,000 

Below  budget  estimate _  —584, 666,  7.50 

Above  House _  64, 600, 000 

Below  Senate _  —523,866,750 

Fiscal  year  1957: 

Budget  estimates _ _ _  .5, 071, 87.5, 000 

House  bill _  3,665,920,000 

Senate  bill _  4, 351, 720,  OOO 

Conference _  4,007,370,000 

Below  budget  estimate _ _ —1, 064, 505, 000 

Above  House _ _ _  341, 450,  OOO 

Below  Senate _  —344, 350, 000 

Fiscal  year  1958: 

Budget  estimates _ _ _  4, 001,  460, 000 

House  bill . . . .  3, 191,  810, 000 

Senate  bill _  3, 692,  710, 000 

Conference _  3,435,810,000 

Below  budget  estimate _  —565, 650, 000 

Above  Ilouse _  244, 000, 000 

Below  Senate _  —256, 900,  000 

Mutual  security — 3-year  record 

Appropriation  below  budget  estimate: 

Fiscal  1956 . . . . .  $584, 666, 7.50 

Fiscal  19.57 _ 1,064,505.000 

Fiscal  1958 _  565,  650,  000 


Total .  2,  214, 821,  750 


Reduction  in  appropriations  below  Senate 
appropriations: 

Fiscal  19,56.. . .  523, 866^  7.50 

Fiscal  1957 . . . .  344. 350.  0(H) 

Fiscal  1958 .  256, 900,  000 


Total .  1,125,  116,750 
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Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  I  yield  whatever  time 
he  may  require  to  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  committee,  the  distin¬ 
guished  former  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  the  gentleman  from  New  York  LMr. 
Taber]. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
comes  here  with  no  additions  to  the 
House  figures  with  three  exceptions:  $90 
million  on  military  assistance,  $50  mil¬ 
lion  on  special  assistance,  which  is  under 
the  control  of  the  President,  and  has 
pretty  well  been  worked  out,  and  an  item 
of  $104  million  for  defense  support. 

The  gentleman  from  Louisiana  in  his 
dealing  with  the  Senate  conferees,  has 
demonstrated  that  he  is  a  master  horse 
trader.  The  House  ought  to  be  pretty 
well  satisfied  with  this  conference  report. 
I  do  not  want  anybody  to  get  the  idea 
that  the  Congress  has  reduced  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  funds  by  $5  billion.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  there  is  deductible  from  that 
figure  $1,115,000,000  on  account  of  the 
housing  bill  that  was  passed  and  that 
was  brought  in  here  by  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency,  $105  million 
by  the  bill  that  was  brought  in  here  from 
the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  to  provide  guaranteed  loans 
to  small  airlines,  and  $1.3  billion  that 
was  made  up  of  the  transfer  of  funds 
that  had  been  placed  in  stock  funds  in 
the  different  military  services.  So  that 
there  is  about  $2.5  billion  that  is  really 
what  the  Congress  did  save.  The  ap¬ 
propriation  bills  show  $3.6  billion,  but 
the  other  bills  reduce  the  savings  to 
about  $2.5  billion. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Prom  the  standpoint  of 
the  appropriation  requests  which  were 
submitted,  the  statement  has  been  made, 
and  I  believe  it  is  correct,  that  the  ap¬ 
propriations  budget  was  cut  in  excess  of 
$5  billion. 

Mr.  TABER.  That  is  correct  except 
for  the  transfer  of  funds  item  which 
runs  about  $1,300,000,000.  But  the 
$1,300,000,000  cuts  it  down  to  about 
$3,800,000,000  and  the  other  $1,200,000,- 
000  cuts  it  down  to  $2,500,000,000. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  do  not  know  how 
much  has  been  transferred  in  connec¬ 


tion  with  all  appropriation  bills  approved 
by  this  Congress.  However,  I  do  know 
that  transfers  in  connection  with  the  de¬ 
fense  bill  only  amounted  to  $590  million. 
Is  it  not  true  that  the  funds  through 
transfers  from  prior  years’  appropria¬ 
tions  cut  down  the  overall  of  availability 
to  the  Government  for  expenditure  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year,  and  is  it  not  true  that 
in  the  housing  bill,  which  was  not  an 
appropriation  request  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  these  funds 
are  not  in  the  same  category  as  appro¬ 
priations  and  generally  the  funds  au¬ 
thorized  will  not  be  spent  in  total.  And 
is  it  not  true  that  we  cut  the  budget  far 
in  excess  of  $5  billion  because  we  are 
not  including  in  that  figure  the  nearly 
$1  billion  reduction  in  the  foreign-aid 
request  from  the  original  estimate  which 
was  in  the  January  budget,  and  we  are 
not  including  in  that  the  $450  million  in 
funds  for  the  school-construction  bill 
which  we  defeated,  but  for  which  funds 
were  in  the  January  budget.  These 
funds  were  submitted  in  the  January 
budget  but  never  came  to  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  because  the  authori¬ 
zations  were  reduced  or  defeated.  So  it 
is  definitely  true  that  the  overall  budget 
was  cut  far  in  excess  of  $5  billion. 

Mr.  TABER.  I  doubt  it.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  possible. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  submitting  herewith 
tables  showing  the  estimates  considered 
by  the  House  for  appropriations  and  the 
laws  which  were  eventually  adopted,  and 
Indicating  whether  or  not  the  appro¬ 
priations  in  each  case  were  increased  or 
decreased,  and  to  what  extent. 

The  figures  submitted  show  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $5,048,378,979  in  appropriations 
and  taking  nothing  but  that  into  con¬ 
sideration.  The  total  approprations  are 
$59,589,731,631,  but  in  .considering  that 
we  have  failed  to  show  that  $7.5  billion 
of  permanent  and  annual  appropriations 
will  raise  the  total  of  the  availability  of 
funds  to  the  Government  to  $67,089,731,- 
631,  for  which  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  has  been  responsible. 

Items  exceeding  budget  estimates  in 
the  housing  bill  are  the  appropriations 
made  by  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee  which  ran  to  $1,990,000,000, 
as  against  the  budget  estimate  of  $875 
million,  an  increase  of  $1,115,000,000. 
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Also  there  was  added  by  the  Congress 
without  any  budget  estimate  $105  mil¬ 
lion  by  the  bill  to  provide  for  guaranteed 
loans  to  small  airlines,  so  that  the  total 
availability  created  by  Congress  is 
$61,684,731,631. 

Compared  with  the  $65,513,110,618,  this 
is  a  decrease  below  the  budget  estimates 
of  $3,828,378,979,  a  total  for  which  the 
Congress  can  claim  credit  in  reductions. 

A  part  of  the  $2.3  billion  which  was  set 
up  as  a  saving  on  the  military  appropria¬ 
tions,  or  $1.3  billion,  was  the  result  of 
transfer  of  funds  which  were  aheady  in 
the  hands  of  the  armed  services,  and  is 
an  item  which  will  not  be  effective  at  all 
in  saving  money,  but  it  will  reduce  the 
unexpended  balances. 

If  you  subtract  the  $1.3  billion  from 
the  $3,828,378,979,  you  get  a  net  saving 
of  about  $2,528,378,979  so  that  the  ap¬ 
proximately  $2.5  billion  item  is  all  that 
the  Congress  itself  can  say  it  reduced 
the  executive  demands. 

To  the  total  availability  of  $61,684,- 
731,631  we  must  add  the  $7.5  billion  of 
permanent  appropriations,  making  a 
total  availability  of  $69,184,731,631. 

The  cut  of  $2,528,378,979  in  appropria¬ 
tions  will  not  be  entirely  reflected  in  the 
spending  in  the  fiscal  year  1958,  but  I 
would  say  that  at  least  $1.2  billion  would 
be  about  the  decrease  in  spending. 

Perhaps  the  most  significant  feature 
of  the  congressional  action  is  that  it  will 
reduce  to  a  certain  extent  the  unobli¬ 
gated  and  unexpended  balances  carried 
forward  by  the  different  agencies  of  the 
Government,  and  the  cuts  should  be  re¬ 
flected  probably  more  in  the  fiscal  year 
1959  spending  than  in  the  1958  spend¬ 
ing. 

There  was  a  difference  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $3  billion  resulting  from  items 
not  yet  submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the 
President,  and  this  probably  was  due 
somewhat  to  the  failure  of  legislation  to 
be  adopted  and  somewhat  to  the  fact 
that  the  economy  wave  brought  about 
the  reduction  of  some  of  the  items. 

I  can  only  say  that  I  believe  it  is  abso¬ 
lutely  necessary  that  we  keep  the  appro¬ 
priations  down  next  year  so  that  we  will 
be  able  to  enforce  more  savings  in  the 
spending. 

The  following  table  shows  the  progress 
of  the  various  bills  by  item: 


Comparison  of  estimates  and  appropriations,  85th  Cong.,  1st  sess. 


[Fiscal  year  1958] 


Department  or  establishment 

Estimates  con¬ 
sidered  by 
House 

Public  law 

Increase  (-f)  or 
decrease  (— ), 
appropriation 
compared  with 
House  estimate 

Department  or  establishment 

Estimates  con¬ 
sidered  by 
House 

Public  law 

Increase  (4-)  or 
decrease  (— ), 
approinialion 
compare<i  wllli 
House  estimate 

Denartmcnt  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration. 

Department  of  Commerce  and 
related  agencies: 

Department  of  Commerce . 

Panama  Canal . . . 

Imiencmlent  acem^ie.s 

Total _ 

Department  o(  ncfen.se: 

Oflici'  of  Secretary  of  Defense.. 

Intcrserviee  iu:tivities _ _ 

Department  of  the  Army . 

$3, 96.5, 446, 617 

$3, 666,  543, 757 

-$298, 902, 860 

Dept,  of  Defense, — Con. 

Department  of  the  Navy _ 

Department  of  the  Air  Force... 

Total . 

District  of  Columbia _ _ _ 

Federal  payment _ _ 

General  Government  matters _ 

Independent  oilices . . 

$10, 487, 000, 000 
16, 471, 000, 000 

$9, 866, 355, 000 
15,  930, 220,  000 

fi4r).  000 
—  540,  78(),  000 

803, 790, 000 
17, 648, 000 
60. 075, 000 

636, 607, 225 
16,  765,  600 
44, 417,  400 

-267, 182, 775 
-882, 400 
-5,  667,  600 

36, 128, 000, 000 

33, 759, 850, 000 

-2,  .368, 150, 000 

(207, 249,  900) 
25,  604, 450 
20, 921,  870 
6, 923, 196,  000 

(195,  676, 480) 
22,  604, 450 
16, 010, 370 
6, 373, 877, 800 

(-13,  828,  320) 
—3, 000, 000 
—4,  911,  .500 
-649,317,200 

871,  513, 000 

697,  790,  225 

-273,  722,  775 

17, 17.5, 000 
687,  825, 000 
8.  40.5,  000, 000 

16,350,000 
682, 376, 000 
7, 264, 550, 000 

-826, 000 
—5, 450, 000 
-1, 200,450,000 

Department  of  the  Interior  and 
related  agencies; 

Department  of  the  Interior . 

Forest  Service . . 

373, 460, 000 
120, 180, 000 

326, 015, 900 
119, 216, 000 

-47,  444,100 
-6,  970, 000 

Footnotes  at  end  oX  table. 


1957 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


15259 


Comparison  of  estimates  and  appropriations,  85th  Cong.,  1st  sess. — Continued 


[Fiscal  year  1958] 


Department  or  establishment 


Dept,  of  Interior,  etc. —  Con. 
Itelated  agencies . . . 


Estimates  con¬ 
sidered  by 
House 


$15,  543,  700 


Public  law 


Increa.se  (-f)  or 
decrease  (— ), 
appropriation 
compared  with 
House  estimate 


$10, 957,  700 


-$4,  586, 000 


Total . 

Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare: 

Department  of  I.abor _ _ 

Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  ami  Welfare _ _ 

Kelatod  agencies _ 


515, 189, 700 


384, 678, 000 

2,582,114,  581 
14,  485,  000 


450, 189,  600 


353, 817, 600 

2, 503, 130, 381 
14,234,800 


-59,  000, 100 


-30, 860, 400 

-78, 984,  200 
-250,  200 


Department  or  establishment 


Departments  of  State  and  Jus¬ 
tice,  tlie  Judiciary,  and  related 
agencies: 

Department  of  State _ 

Department  of  Justice _ 

The  Judiciary _ _ 

United  States  Information 

Agency _  _ 

Funds  appropriated  to  the 
President _ 

Total _ _ 


Total _ _ _ _ — 

Legislative  branch _ 

Public  works: 

Department  of  the  Interior: 

Power  Admini.strations _ 

Bureau  of  Reclamation _ 

Civil  functions.  Army _ 

Total . 


2,  981,  277,  581 
89,  678,  628 

2, 871, 182,  781 

1  104, 844,  660 

-110,094,800 
■  -3,  426,  783 

38,  236,  OnO 
199,  312,  0(K) 
638, 905,  000 

35,  087,  000 
179,  974,  223 
643,  033, 100 

-3, 149,  000 
-19,337,777 
+4, 128, 100 

876,  4.53, 000 

8.58,  094,  323 

-18,  358,  677 

Treasury-Post  Office: 

Treasury  Department . 

Post  Oflice  Department- . . 

Tax  Court  of  the  United  States. 

Total . . . 

Atomic  Energy _ 

The  SupiUemental _ 

Mutual  Security _ _ _ 

Supplemental,  Post  Office _ 


Cumulative  totals . . . . 

Supplemental  and  deficiency . . 


Total 


Estimate.s  con¬ 
sidered  by 
House 

Public  law 

Increase  (-[-)  or 
decrease  {— ), 
approprialioii 
compared  with 
House  estimate 

$227,  714,  552 
234,  65.5,  OIHI 
40,  780,  250 

144,  000, 000 

18,  500,  000 

$189,  024,  243 
226,  705,  000 
38,  562, 050 

96,  200,  000 

12,  400,  000 

-$38, 690,  301) 
-7, 875, 000 
—2,  293,  200 

-47, 800, 000 

-6, 100,  000 

665,  649,  802 

562,891,293 

-102,  758,  ,509 

713, 831,000 
3,  250,  000,  000 

1,  460,  000 

691,  467,  000 
3, 192,  000,  000 
1,460,000 

—22,  3^4.  000 
—68, 000,000 

3,  96.5,  291,  (K)0 

2,  491,  625,  000 

2  1,  973,  767,  827 

3,  386,  860, 000 
149,  500,  000 

3,  884,  927,  000 

2,  323,  632,  500 
1,734,011,947 

2,  708,  760,  000 
133, 000,  000 

—80,  304, 000 
—  1G7,  992. /.OO 
-239,  765, 8K0 
— Gi8, 100,000 
-1G,500,(MK) 

63,  907,  854,  615 
589,  644,  320 

59,  134,110,706 
455,  620,  925 

-4,  914,  355,  584 
-134, 02:1,  395 

64,  494,  927,  778 

59,  589,  731,  031 

-5,  048, 378,  979 

»  With  Senate  estimate  added  in,  total  estimate  considered  was  $108,271,443;  became  law  as  li  sted  above,  with  decrease  as  listed  above. 
*  Final  estimate  as  considered  by  Senate. 


(Mr.  TABER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  a  table  prepared  by 
him  in  connection  with  appropriations.) 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Wig- 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  simply  want  to-  state  that  as  far  as  I 
am  personally  concerned,  I  am  support¬ 
ing  this  report  not  because  I  believe  it 
will  be  adequate,  but  because  it  is  the 
best  obtainable  settlement  from  every 
standpoint  under  existing  circum¬ 
stances. 

As  has  been  pointed  out,  the  original 
request  by  the  President  in  terms  of  new 
money  was  for  $4,400  billion.  Subse¬ 
quently  this  was  reduced  to  $3,886  bil¬ 
lion  in  the  light  of  balances  estimated 
to  be  unobligated  at  the  close  of  the 
fiscal  year. 

Seventy-five  percent  of  the  total  re¬ 
quest  was  for  the  pui-pose  of  national 
defense — for  military  aid  to  enable  our 
allies  to  play  their  part  in  our  defense 
and  the  defense  of  the  free  world. 

The  conference  report  recommends 
an  appropriation  of  $2,768  billion  plus 
unobligated  balances,  or  $1  billion  less 
than  the  revised  request  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 

The  request  for  military  assistance  for 
NATO  and  other  allies  is  reduced  from 
$1,900  billion  to  $1,340  billion,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $560  million. 

The  request  for  defense  support,  pri¬ 
marily  to  enable  Turkey,  Pakistan, 
Vietnam,  Taiwan,  and  Korea  to  main¬ 
tain  existing  forces,  is  reduced  from 
$900  million  to  $689  million,  a  reduction 
of  $211  million. 

In  other  words,  the  total  for  national 
defense  purposes  is  reduced  by  $771 
million. 


The  Congress  this  year  in  the  name  of 
economy  has  slashed  the  request  for  our 
own  military  forces  by  $2,400  billion  on 
paper,  or  about  $1  billion  in  terms  of 
real  cuts.  It  is  now  proposed  to  slash 
the  requests  of  our  allies’  military  forces 
by  $771  million. 

This  means  a  total  reduction  in  the 
two  bills  in  the  field  of  national  defense 
of  about  $1,700  million,  with  a  corre¬ 
sponding  reduction  in  military  power. 

The  reductions  have  been  effected  in 
spite  of  the  opposition  of  the  President 
of  the  United  States  with  his  vast  and 
successful  military  experience;  they  have 
been  effected  in  spite  of  the  opposition  of 
Admiral  Radford,  who  has  just  retired  as 
an  outstanding  Chief  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff ;  they  have  been  effected  despite 
the  opposition  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 

In  my  opinion,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
taking  a  risk  which  is  unwarranted  at 
this  time. 

I  hope  I  am  wrong. 

Under  present  world  conditions,  par¬ 
ticularly  those  in  the  Near  East,  I  do  not 
care  to  share  in  the  responsibility  for 
such  drastic  cuts. 

Should  trouble  come  tomorrow,  next 
week,  or  in  the  months  ahead  as  the 
result  of  the  action  taken,  the  record 
will  of  course  show  where  the  responsi¬ 
bility  lies. 

I  have  always  stood  for  economy,  but 
I  am  not  for  economy  at  the  expense  of 
national  defense,  and  I  am  not  for  econ¬ 
omy  which,  in  my  opinion,  plays  directly 
into  the  hands  of  the  Kremlin. 

A  powerful  America  with  powerful  al¬ 
lies  has  compelled  the  Kremlin,  for  the 
time  being,  at  least,  to  abandon  its  policy 
of  military  aggression. 

A  powerful  America  with  powerful  al¬ 
lies  is  vital  to  us  all  in  terms  of  national 
defense  and  world  peace. 


(Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
one-third  of  a  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ford], 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  conference  committee  on  the 
mutual  security  appropriation  bill  for 
fiscal  year  1958  I  wish  to  point  out  that 
this  compromise  is  the  very  best,  from 
the  point  of  view  of  the  President’s  pro¬ 
gram,  that  could  be  achieved  under  the 
circumstances.  Personally  I  favored  in¬ 
creased  amounts  in  two  categories. 
First,  there  should  have  been  a  greater 
total  for  military  assistance.  I  would 
have  supported  the  Senate  figure  of 
$1,475,000,000  which  is  still  considerably 
less  than  what  the  President  requested 
for  our  national  security.  Second,  there 
should  have  been  an  increase  in  the 
funds  for  the  development  loan  fund. 
I  sincerely  hope  the  $300  million  will 
be  adequate  to  initiate  the  program  but 
Jf  not  the  administration  should  not  hes¬ 
itate  to  request  a  supplemental  in  the 
second  session  of  this  Congress. 

In  closing  I  trust  the  ICA  officials  will 
make  maximum  effective  use  of  the 
funds  available.  If  this  is  done  I  feel 
confident  the  Congress  will  be  more 
sympathetic  to  the  program  in  the  fu¬ 
ture  and  in  addition  more  results  will  be 
achieved  with  less  dollars. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
one-third  of  a  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gross], 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  with  a 
quarter  of  a  billion  dollars  added  to  this 
bill,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  breakfast 
at  the  White  House  on  Monday  morning 
between  the  President  and  one  of  the 
most  publicized  Democrats  in  the  coun¬ 
try  was  a  very  expensive  breakfast  for 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country. 
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Mr.  PASSMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  Speaker,  T  yield  one-third  minute 
to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
FlyntI. 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
congratulate  the  gentleman  from  Loui¬ 
siana  on  his  fine  handling  of  this  bill. 
He  w'as  successful  in  reducing  it  when  it 
was  first  before  this  body  by  $862  million 
from  the  amount  requested  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  The  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
successfully  resisted  many  efforts  to  re¬ 
store  that  cut  to  approximately  the  figure 
requested  by  the  President. 

The  present  conference  report  figure, 
while  it  unfortunately  is  $244  million 
more  than  the  amount  originally  passed 
by  the  House,  is  nevertheless  $257  mil¬ 
lion  less  than  the  amount  by  which  the 
other  body  passed  this  same  bill. 

I  wish  that  this  House  had  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  vote  on  a  motion  to  recommit 
this  bill  to  the  conference  committee  be¬ 
cause  I  am  confident  that  an  overwhelm¬ 
ing  number  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  would  vote  to  sustain  the  original 
position  and  the  original  figure  by  which 
the  House  of  Representatives  passed  this 
bill.  I  wish  it  were  possible  for  the  House 
to  have  another  rollcall  vote  on  either 
a  motion  to  recommit  or  any  other  mo¬ 
tion  which  would  have  the  effect  of  re¬ 
storing  the  House  figure  which  is  $244 
million  less  than  the  conference  report 
and  $501  million  less  than  the  figure 
passed  by  the  other  body  and  recom¬ 
mended  and  approved  by  the  other  body. 

On  the  adoption  of  this  conference  re¬ 
port  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  pro¬ 
poses  to  vote  “no,”  and  shall  so  vote. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  before  us 
in  this  foreign  handout  bill  we  have  in¬ 
disputable  proof  that  the  breakfast  at 
the  White  House  last  Monday  morning, 
apparently  enjoyed  by  the  President  and 
one  of  the  country’s  most  publicized 
Democrats,  will  be  a  costly  one  for  the 
taxpayers  of  this  Nation. 

Apparently  that  breakfast  is  going  to 
play  a  major  part  in  a  further  raid  upon 
the  taxpayers  of  somewhere  in  the  neigh¬ 
borhood  of  a  quarter  of  a  billion  dollars. 
If  I  understand  the  situation  correctly, 
that  is  approximately  the  increase  in¬ 
sisted  upon  and  obtained  by  the  free 
spenders  in  the  other  body  over  the  fig¬ 
ure  voted  by  the  House  only  2  weeks  ago. 

And  remember  that  it  was  only  2  weeks 
ago  that  members  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  stated  on  the  floor  of  the 
House,  and  their  statements  were  never 
successfully  challenged,  that  there  is 
already  enough  money  in  the  foreign  aid 
pipeline  to  carry  the  program  at  the 
present  rate  of  spending  until  at  least 
January  1959. 

Where  is  it  proposed  to  obtain  the  ad¬ 
ditional  $3  billion  that  is  here  scheduled 
to  be  shoveled  out  to  an  assortment  of 
foreigners,  many  of  whom  are  skilled  in 
the  art  of  glorified  blackmail? 

It  is  almost  impossible  for  me  to  believe 
that  the  Democrat  leadership  will  sup¬ 
port  legislation  to  spend  more  billions  on 
foreigners,  then  adjourn  Congress  and 
get  out  of  town,  leaving  American  postal 
workers  hanging  on  the  limb  of  a  prom¬ 
ised  veto  of  their  pay  increase. 


I  wonder  if  the  President  and  his 
Democrat  breakfast  guest  of  last  Mon¬ 
day,  when  they  agreed  that  $600  million 
should  be  added  to  this  bill  for  the  for¬ 
eigners,  discussed  the  possibility  of  a 
special  session  of  Congress  this  fall  to 
raise  the  Federal  debt  ceiling  above  the 
present  $275  billion?  Or  did  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  his  distinguished  guest  per¬ 
haps  agree  that  a  substantial  part  of  the 
increased  foreign  aid  spending  could  be 
obtained  from  repeal  of  the  271/2  per¬ 
cent  depletion  allowance  for  the  oil 
barons  of  this  country? 

I  say  to  you  that  if  the  Federal  debt 
limit  must  be  raised  let  it  be  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  maintaining  our  own  internal 
economy  and  welfare.  Much  too  long 
have  the  citizens  of  this  Republic  carried 
the  burdens  of  foreign  governments  and 
peoples — most  of  whom  are  unwilling  to 
assume  their  responsibilities. 

This  conference  report  ought  to  be  re¬ 
jected;  the  House  ought  to  stand  firm  on 
its  previous  position,  and  the  tax  reve¬ 
nues  of  this  country  used  in  behalf  of 
Americans. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  people 
of  America  feel,  as  I  do,  that  a  certain 
amount  of  foreign  aid  is  justified.  They 
do  not  feel  that  all  foreign  aid  should 
be  terminated  at  this  time,  but  they  ai'e 
of  the  opinion  that  there  should  be  a 
tapering  off.  There  are  certain  coun¬ 
tries  which  will  stand  with  us  when  the 
chips  are  down.  These  are  Turkey, 
Pakistan,  Iran,  Iraq,  Thailand,  Formosa, 
Korea,  Israel,  Greece,  Lebanon,  and  a 
few  others.  I  believe  that  we  should 
continue  to  give  some  aid  to  countries 
that  can  be  depended  upon  to  stand  firm 
against  the  Communists.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve,  however,  that  we  should  continue 
to  have  aid  programs  in  approximately 
60  countries  of  the  world,  and  I  think 
that  there  is  no  better  time  than  the 
present  to  begin  cutting  the  cloth  to  fit 
the  pattern.  The  House  passed  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  foreign  aid  a  few 
days  ago  amounting  to  about  $2.5  bil¬ 
lion.  This  was  ample,  and  consider¬ 
ing  the  billions  that  are  in  the  pipeline, 
I  think  that  we  could  very  well  keep 
the  programs  going  without  appropriat¬ 
ing  any  money  this  year,  but  certainly 
$2.5  billion  is  enough.  Consequently,  I 
am  opposed  to  yielding  an  additional 
$244  million  as  agreed  upon  in  confer¬ 
ence. 

The  summer  has  already  been  ruined 
and  we  may  as  well  ruin  the  autumn,  so 
I  urge  this  House  to  vote  down  the  pre¬ 
vious  question  and  insist  upon  the  figure 
contained  in  the  bill  passed  by  the  House 
recently. 

The  American  people  are  getting  tired 
of  handing  out  moneys  needlessly,  and 
in  some  cases  foolishly,  as  when  we  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  economies  of  countries 
like  India  and  Yugoslavia,  countries 
which  will  either  be  neutral  or  opposed 
to  us  if  we  should  have  to  go  to  war  with 
the  Soviets  or  the  Red  Chinese. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  is  closer  to  the  people  than  the 
Senate  by  virtue  of  its  members  being 
elected  every  2  years.  It,  therefore,  more 
accurately  refiects  the  changes  of  pop¬ 
ular  opinion  and  judgment  than  does 
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the  membership  in  the  Senate.  The 
House  is  more  representative  of  the 
people  than  is  the  Senate,  because  the 
House  representation  is  based  upon  pop¬ 
ulation  rather  than  upon  State  equality. 
The  House  remains  more  truly  the 
people’s  branch  of  the  Government. 
The  House  should  assert  itself  in  com¬ 
petition  with  the  Senate  when  questions 
of  revenue  and  appropriations  are  in  dis¬ 
pute,  and  the  House  should  insist  that 
it  be  given  a  greater  voice  in  foreign 
affairs.  Now  is  the  time  for  the  House 
to  insist  upon  a  more  reasonable  and 
rational  appropriation  for  foreign  aid. 
With  billions  of  dollars  in  the  pipeline, 
with  inflation  in  an  upward  spiral,  with 
the  American  people  groaning  under  the 
burden  of  taxes,  I  urge  the  House  to  re¬ 
ject  this  report  a,nd  insist  upon  a  figure 
more  consistent  with  its  earlier  position. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  during  this 
debate  several  Members  have  empha¬ 
sized  with  satisfaction  how  much  has 
been  cut  from  the  President’s  request 
for  funds  for  mutual  security.  I  want 
to  speak  for  the  many  Members  who 
believe  these  reductions  are  too  deep  and 
we  want  to  register  our  dissatisfaction. 
I  only  hope  that  they  will  not  prove  to 
have  been  exceedingly  costly,  instead  of 
an  economy. 

All  during  these  months  of  discussion, 
I  have  remembered  a  day,  Thursday, 
August  18,  1949,  when  a  bipartisan 
amendment  was  proposed  jointly  by  the 
then  Congressman  from  Connecticut, 
Hon.  John  Lodge,  and  our  esteemed  col¬ 
league,  Hon.  Francis  E.  Walter,  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  to  provide  authority  and  funds 
to  give  military  aid  to  those  resisting 
Communist  aggression  in  China  and  in 
areas  around  China.  The  Communists 
were  gaining  in  China,  but  there  still 
was  a  chance  their  complete  victory 
could  be  prevented — or  at  least  their  ad¬ 
vance  into  surrounding  areas. 

During  the  debate,  I  said: 

We  are  not  trying  in  this  bill  to  throw 
money  away.  We  simply  recognize  that 
Communist  conquest  of  China  is  a  mortal 
peril  to  all  Asia;  and  conquest  of  Asia  con¬ 
stitutes  a  mortal  peril  to  Europe  and  to  the 
United  States.  I  cannot  accept  responsi¬ 
bility  for  not  making  every  possible  effort 
myself  and  authorizing  the  President  and 
the  Secretary  of  State  and  our  Armed  Forces 
to  make  within  reason  every  possible  effort 
to  accomplish  this  end. 

Again : 

I  do  not  know  that  this  program  will  suc¬ 
ceed.  But  I  know  that  if  we  do  not  adopt 
some  such  program  we  cannot  succeed. 
Therefore,  I  must  urge  the  only  course  which 
offers  some  hope. 

Again; 

We  have  tried  to  end  the  war  with  the 
Communists,  but  we  have  not  really  tried 
to  win  the  war.  I  wish  we  had  learned 
earlier  what  the  Chinese  knew  all  along — 
that  the  only  way  to  end  a  war  with  Com¬ 
munists — anywhere — is  to  win  it.  Surely 
we  dare  not  delay  longer. 

Further: 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  does  not 
compel  the  administration  to  do  anything 
if  it  wants  to  take  the  responsibility  of 
doing  nothing.  But  it  gives  it  authority  and 
funds  to  go  ahead  in  China  and  southeast 
Asia  if  it  wants  to. 
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still  further: 

If  we  let  China  go  down  completely,  how 
are  we  going  to  hold  Korea?  How  are  we 
going  to  hold  Japan  unless  we  spend  end¬ 
less  millions  of  American  dollars  to  feed 
and  support  them?  How  are  we  going  to 
hold  the  Philippines?  How  are  we  going 
to  hold  Indochina,  Siam,  and  Malaya? 
If  we  do  not  use  those  forces  in  China  which 
have  proved  they  can  and  will  fight,  a  mil¬ 
lion  men  still  in  arms,  somewhat  demoral¬ 
ized  now  because  ‘they  see  so  little  hope, 
but  still  in  the  field — if  we  do  not  give  them 
moral  support,  with  enough  equipment  and 
supplies  to  carry  on  relatively  small  guer¬ 
rilla  operations,  and  American  spark  plugs 
to  help  and  encourage  and  advise,  then  we 
assume  a  responsibility  which,  before  God 
and  my  country  and  my  children,  I  am  un¬ 
willing  to  accept. 

A  majority  was  willing  to  accept  the 
responsibility  and  the  amendment  was 
defeated.  Those  who  voted  against  it 
explained  that  they  were  saving  money. 
But  it  did  not  save  money.  It  was  a 
major  factor  in  discouraging  our  friends 
in  A.sia  and  encouraging  our  enemies. 
It  helped  embolden  the  Communists  to 
start  the  wars  in  Korea  and  Vietnam — 
and  for  every  million  dollars  saved,  the 
ultimate  cost  to  our  people  was  a  hun¬ 
dred  millions,  not  to  mention  the  33,000 
lives  and  100,000  other  casualties.  And 
the  cost  of  that  vote  in  1949  still  piles 
up  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  devoutly  hope  that  my 
friend  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Passman]  is 
right  in  his  predictions  that  this  bill 
provides  plenty  of  funds — and  that  I  am 
wrong.  But  I  am  not  willing  to  take 
that  chance  now,  any  more  than  I  was  in 
1949.  I  observe  that  some  Members  to¬ 
day  seem  anxious  to  shift  to  his  shoul-, 
ders  responsibility  for  their  votes,  just 
in  case  things  should  go  against  us  in 
the  world  picture.  I  want  to  do  all  I  can 
to  prevent  anything  going  wrong.  I 
think  that  is  the  greatest  service  I  can 
render  to  my  people,  and  the  way  to  save 
them  most  money  in  the  end. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  the  Russians  will 
not  conclude  from  the  actions  of  the 
House  this  year  on  mutual  security  that 
the  American  people  are  softening  in 
their  willingness  to  assist  as  best  we  can 
all  who  are  resisting  Communist  expan¬ 
sion  of  every  form  and  kind.  The  in¬ 
creased  Communist  truculence  at  the 
London  Disarmament  Conference  and 
their  boldness  in  the  Middle  East  make 
one  suspect  they  have  already  drawn 
such  a  conclusion. 

It  is  also  to  be  hoped  that  those  being 
assisted  under  this  program  do  not  have 
their  confidence  in  us  shaken  by  our 
reductions — although  I  fear  that  such  a 
reaction  may  become  apparent  in  the 
months  ahead.  Actually  Americans  are 
not  softening  or  weakening  in  their  op¬ 
position  to  communism:  it  is  just  that 
too  many  have  been  lulled  into  a  pre¬ 
mature  sense  of  security  or  have  become 
so  anxious  to  cut  down  governmental 
expenditures  right  now  that  they  are 
running  the  grave  risk  of  having  to 
spend  a  great  deal  more  later. 

If,  for  example,  these  reductions 
should  require  substantial  demobiliza¬ 
tion  and  resulting  demoralization  in 


Korea,  it  would  become  necessary  to 
send  back  larger  United  States  forces. 
Similar  reactions  might  very  easily  de¬ 
velop  elsewhere — and  spread  like  an 
epidemic.  If  so,  we  will  wind  up  by 
increasing  our  own  defense  budget  by 
at  least  a  billion  dollars  for  every  $500 
million  we  save  in  the  mutual  secu¬ 
rity  appropriations — and  get  far  less 
national  security  and  economic  stability 
in  the  process. 

Devoutly  I  hope  this  estimate  is 
wrong.  But  the  world  picture,  as  I  see 
it,  does  not  permit  me  to  take  so  reck¬ 
less  a  gamble. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — ^yeas  194,  nays  122,  answered 
“present”  1,  not  voting  115,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  220] 

YEAS— 194 


Addonizio 

Frazier 

Multer 

Albert 

Frellnghuysen 

Mumma 

Arends 

Frledel 

Natcher 

Ashley 

Fulton 

Neal 

Auchincloss 

Garmatz 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Avery 

Gary 

O'Brien,  N.  Y. 

Ayres 

Gathlngs 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Baker 

Granahan 

Ostertag 

Baldwin 

Green,  Pa. 

Passman 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Gregory 

Patterson 

Bates 

Grlfiin 

Pelly 

Baumhart 

Gubser 

Perkins 

Becker 

Hagen 

Pfost 

Beckworth 

Hale 

Phllbin 

Blatnlk 

Hardy 

Porter 

Boggs 

Harris 

Price 

Boland 

Haskell 

Prouty 

Bolling 

Hays,  Ark. 

Rabaut 

Boyle 

Healey 

Radwan 

Brooks,  Tex. 

robert 

Bay 

Broomfield 

Heselton 

Reuss 

Broyhill 

Hess 

Rhodes.  Pa. 

Bush 

Holland 

Roberts 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Holmes 

Rodino 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hosmer 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Canfield 

Huddleston 

Santangelo 

Carrigg 

Hyde 

St.  George 

Celler 

James 

Saund 

Chamberlain 

Jenkins 

Schenck 

Chenoweth 

Jones,  Ala. 

Schwengel 

Christopher 

Jones,  Mo. 

Scudder 

Chudoff 

Judd 

Seely-Brown 

Clark 

Karsten 

Selden 

Cooper 

Kean 

Shelley 

Corbett 

Keams 

Sheppard 

Cramer 

Keating 

Siemlnskl 

Cretella 

Kee 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Curtin 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Sisk 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Kelly,  N.  Y, 

Smith,  Miss. 

Dague 

Kllday 

Spence 

Davis,  Tenn. 

King 

Springer 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Knutson 

Staggers 

Delaney 

Lane 

Stauffer 

Dennison 

Lankford 

Sullivan 

Derounian 

Latham 

Taber 

Devereux 

McCarthy 

Teller 

Dingell 

McCormack 

Tewes 

Dixon 

McFall 

Thornberry 

Dollinger 

McGovern 

Tollefson 

Donohue 

McIntosh 

Trimble 

Dooley 

Macdonald 

Ullman 

Durham 

Machrowicz 

Van  Zandt 

Dwyer 

Madden 

Vorys 

Eberharter 

Magnuson 

Wainwright 

Elliott 

Mahon 

Watts 

Engle 

Marshall 

Westland 

Evins 

Martin 

Wldnall 

Fallon 

Matthews 

Wigglesworth 

Farbstein 

May 

Wilson,  Calif, 

Pelghaa 

Meader 

Wolverton 

Fenton 

Merrow 

Wright 

Flno 

Metcalf 

Yates 

Forand 

Miller,  Md. 

Zablockl 

Ford 

Fountain 

Miller,  N.  Y. 
Morano 

Zelenko 

NAYS— 122 


Abernethy 

Dowdy 

Morrison 

Adair 

Edmondson 

Moulder 

Alexander 

Fisher 

Murray 

Allen,  Ill. 

Flynt 

Nlmtz 

Andersen, 

Forrester 

Norrell 

H.  Carl 

Grant 

O’Hara,  Minn, 

Andresen, 

Gray 

O’Konski 

August  H. 

Gross 

Patman 

Andrews 

Haley 

Poll 

Ashmore 

Harrison,  Nebr, 

Polk 

Aspinall 

Harrison,  Va, 

Reed 

Bailey 

Hemphill 

Rees,  Kans. 

Baring 

Henderson 

Rhodes,  Arlz. 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Herlong 

Riley 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Hoeven 

Robeson.  Va. 

Betts 

Hull 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Blitch 

Ikard 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Bonner 

Jarman 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Bosch 

Jennings 

Rutherford 

Bow 

Jensen 

Saylor 

Boykin 

Johansen 

Scherer 

Breeding 

Jonas 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Brown,  Ga. 

Keeney 

Shuford 

Brown.  Mo. 

Kilgore 

Smith,  Va. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Kltchln 

Smith,  Wls, 

Brownson 

Knox 

Steed 

Budge 

Laird 

Talle 

Burdick 

Lennon 

Teague,  Tex. 

Burleson 

Long 

Thomas 

Byrd 

McCulloch 

Thompson.La. 

Byrne,  Ill. 

McGregor 

Thomson,  Wyo, 

Chelf 

Mclntlre 

Tuck 

Church 

McMillan 

Utt 

Collier 

McVey 

Van  Pelt 

Colmer 

Mack,  Wash. 

Weaver 

Cooley 

Michel 

Whitener 

Cunningham, 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Whitten 

Nebr. 

Mills 

Williams,  Miss. 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Mlnshall 

Willis 

Davis,  Ga. 

Montoya 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Dawson,  Utah 
Dorn,  S.  C. 

Moore 

Morris 

Winstead 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT”—! 
Poage 

NOT  VOTING— 115 


Abbitt 

George 

Nicholson 

Alger 

Gordon 

Norblad 

Allen.  Calif. 

Green,  Oreg. 

O’Neill 

Anderson, 

Griffiths 

Osmers 

Mont. 

Gwinn 

Pilcher 

Anfuso 

Halleck 

Pillion 

Barden 

Harden 

Powell 

Barrett 

Harvey 

Preston 

Beamer 

Hays,  Ohio 

Rains 

Belcher 

Hiestand 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Hill 

Riehlman 

Bentley 

Hillings 

Rivers 

Berry 

Hoffman 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Bolton 

Holifield 

Rooney 

Bray 

Holt 

Roosevelt 

Brooks,  La. 

Holtzman 

Sadlak 

Buckley 

Horan 

Scott,  Pa. 

Cannon 

Jackson 

Scrlvner 

Carnahan 

Johnson 

Sheehan 

Cederberg 

Kearney 

Sikes 

Chiperfield 

Keogh 

Siler 

Clevenger 

Kllburn 

Simpson,  m. 

Coad 

Klrwan 

Smith,  Calif. 

Coffin 

Kluczynskl 

Smith,  Kans. 

Cole 

Krueger 

Taylor 

Coudert 

Landrum 

Teague,  Calif. 

Cunningham, 

Lanham 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Iowa 

LeCompte 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Dellay 

Lesinskl 

Udall 

Dempsey 

Lipscomb 

Vanik 

Denton 

Loser 

Vinson 

Dies 

McConnell 

Vursell 

Diggs 

McDonough 

Walter 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Mack,  Ill. 

Wharton 

Doyle 

Mailllard 

Wier 

Fascell 

Mason 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Flood 

Miller,  Calif. 

Withrow 

Fogarty 

Morgan 

Young 

Gavin 

Moss 

Younger 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Johnson  ol  Wisconsin  for,  with  Mr. 
Poage  against. 

Mr.  Holifield  for,  with  Mr.  Hoffman  against. 
Mr.  Younger  for,  with  Mr.  Barden  against. 
Mr.  Denton  for,  with  Mr.  Beamer  against. 
Mr.  Flood  for,  with  Mr.  Sikes  against. 
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Mr.  Keogh  for,  with  Mr.  Preston  against. 

Mr.  Walter  for.  with  Mr.  Dempsey  against. 

Mr.  Holtzman  for.  with  Mr.  Pilcher  against. 

Mr.  Lanham  for.  with  Mr.  Dies  against. 

Mr.  Vinson  for,  with  Mr.  Brooks  of  Loui¬ 
siana  against. 

Mrs.  Bolton  for.  with  Mr.  Mason  against. 

Mr.  Allen  of  California  for,  with  Mr. 
Krueger  against. 

Mr.  Buckley  for,  with  Mr.  Hiestand 
against. 

Mr.  Anfuso  for,  with  Mr.  McDonough 
against. 

Mr.  Jackson  for,  with  Mr.  Siler  against. 

Mr.  Hillings  for,  with  Mr.  Scrivner  against. 

Mr.  Vursell  for,  with  Mr.  Harvey  against. 

Mrs.  Griffiths  for,  with  Mr.  Kluczynskl 
against. 

Mr.  Sadlak  for,  with  Mr.  Withrow  against. 

Mr.  Horan  for,  with  Mr.  Kearney  against. 

Mr.  Taylor  for,  with  Mr.  Alger  against. 

Mrs.  Harden  for.  with  Mr.  Bentley  against. 

Mr.  Hays  of  Ohio  for,  with  Mr.  Reece  of 
Tennessee  against. 

Mr.  Chiperfleld  for,  with  Mr.  Cederberg 
against. 

Mr.  Cunningham  of  Iowa  for,  with  Mr. 
Smith  of  California  against. 

Mr.  Rooney  for,  with  Mr.  Clevenger  against. 

Mr.  Gordon  for,  with  Mr.  Bray  against. 

Mr.  Mailliard  for,  with  Mr.  Simpson  of 
IjOuisiana  against. 

Mr.  Coudert  for,  with  Mr.  Gavin  against. 

Mr.  Riehlman  for,  with  Mr.  Lipscomb 
against. 

Mr.  Osmers  for,  with  Mr.  Bennett  of  Mich¬ 
igan  against. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California  for,  with  Mr. 
Wharton  against. 

Mr.  Fogarty  for,  with  Mr.  Berry  against. 

Mr.  Barrett  for,  v/ith  Mr.  Nicholson 
against. 

Mr.  Roosevelt  for,  with  Mr.  Gwinn  against. 

Mr.  Miller  of  California  for,  with  Mr.  Lan¬ 
drum  against. 

Mr.  Raines  for,  with  Mr.  Belcher  against. 

Mr.  Udall  for.  with  Mr.  Sheehan  against. 

Mr.  Kirwan  for,  with  Mr.  Abbitt  against. 

Mr.  Scott  of  Pennsylvania  for,  with  Mr. 
Young  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Morgan  with  Mr.  Kilburn. 

Mr.  O’Neil  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Kansas. 

Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  George. 

Mr.  Moss  with  Mr.  Cole. 

Mr.  Coad  with  Mr.  McConnell. 

Mr.  Coffin  with  Mr.  LeCompte. 

Mr.  Carnahan  with  Mr.  Norblad. 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Montana  with  Mr.  Pillion. 

Mr.  Rivers  with  Mr.  Robslon  of  Kentucky. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  with  Mr. 
Williams  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Fascell  with  Mr.  Dorn  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Loser  with  Mr.  Dellay. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
live  pair  with  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  LMr.  Johnson].  If  he  were  pres¬ 
ent,  he  would  have  voted  “yea.”  I  voted 
“nay.”  I  withdraw  my  vote  and  vote 
“present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  15:  On  page  4, 
line  1,  Insert  “which  shall  remain  available 
until  September  30,  1958.” 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment,  and  pending  that  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen], 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  here  we  are  in  the  closing  hours 


of  this  session  of  the  Congress  and  the 
most  urgent  business  before  us  is  the 
approval  of  this  measure  to  appropriate 
additional  billions  of  dollars  for  foreign 
aid.  It  is  bad  enough  to  see  these  vast 
sums  of  American  tax  dollars  going  over¬ 
seas  to  help  other  nations  with  no  end 
apparently  in  sight,  but  it  is  even  worse 
to  me  personally  when  I  think  of  the 
economic  needs  of  our  own  basic  indus¬ 
try — American  agriculture — and  of  our 
fann  people  and  note  that  not  one  sig¬ 
nificant  and  constructive  farm  measure 
has  been  enacted  at  this  session. 

Who  is  to  blame  for  this  flagrant  neg¬ 
lect  of  our  most  serious  domestic  prob¬ 
lem?  On  whose  shoulders  will  5  million 
farm  families  place  the  responsibility  for 
failure  to  recognize  and  meet  their  most 
pressing  problem?  To  whom  will  the 
business  and  working  people,  such  as 
the  farm  implement  manufacturers  and 
dealers,  look  for  the  reason  for  lost  sales 
in  rural  America? 

In  my  judgment,  the  failure  to  act  is 
chargeable  both  to  the  Democratic  ma¬ 
jority  of  this  Congress  and  to  the  ad¬ 
ministration  which  has  kept  in  office  a 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  who  is  not  in 
sympathy  with  price-support  programs 
and  whose  only  solution  for  farm  prob¬ 
lems  seems  to  be  the  lowering  of  farm 
commodity  prices. 

The  Democratic  leadership  in  Congress 
is  responsible  because  it  has  had  a  good 
working  majority  and  could  have  passed 
constructive  farm  legislation  any  time 
it  was  of  a  mind  to  do  so.  It  cannot  be 
said  that  this  failure  to  act  was  due  to 
the  lack  of  understanding  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  or  a  lack  of  ideas  for  their  solu¬ 
tion.  Witnesses  from  the  great  farm  or¬ 
ganizations,  many  farmers  themselves, 
and  numerous  Members  of  Congress 
made  appearances  before  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  to  bear  wit¬ 
ness  as  to  the  gravity  of  the  need  and  to 
propose  constructive  legislation.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  many  able  Congressmen  saw  their 
bills  languish  before  the  committee  with 
no  positive  action.  I  personally  made 
two  appearance  before  that  great  com¬ 
mittee  to  urge  action  on  several  critical 
problems  and  v/e  are  still  waiting  for 
answers. 

I  want  to  be  fair  as  I  always  try  to  be, 
and  that  requires  me  to  say  that  it  is 
my  considered  judgment  that  the  other 
major  contributing  factor  to  this  stale¬ 
mate  in  farm  programs  is  the  retention 
in  ofl&ce  of  a  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
whose  basic  philosophy  is  opposed  to  the 
type  of  agricultural  price  supports  we 
feel  we  must  have.  Again,  I  say  that 
there  has  been  no  need  for  this  as  I 
personally  have  repeatedly  urged  his  re¬ 
placement  and  I  know  that  many  oth¬ 
ers  have  done  likewise.  It  cannot  be 
said  that  he  is  indispensable  because 
there  are  available  men,  like  our  distin¬ 
guished  former  colleague,  the  Honor¬ 
able  Clifford  Hope,  of  Kansas,  who  could 
almost  overnight  reverse  this  deplorable 
trend  in  our  farm  economy  if  they  were 
given  the  office  and  authority  of  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  not  my  purpose 
in  rising  today  to  merely  criticize  others 
for  their  failure  to  act  on  these  basic 
domestic  problems  of  agriculture.  I 


want  to  do  more  than  that  in  these 
closing  hours.  It  is  my  hope,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  every  Member  of  the 
House  will  give  this  matter  some  serious 
thought  in  the  months  ahead  and  come 
back  in  January  resolved  to  do  some¬ 
thing  constructive  in  the  way  of  legis¬ 
lative  action. 

We  have  experienced  some  unfortu¬ 
nate  sectional  differences  during  this 
session.  I  have  not  been  party  to  them, 
but  I  recognize  that  they  do  exist.  We 
have  seen  partisan  politics  enter  into 
the  farm  program,  and  we  all  deplore 
that.  We  have  seen  one  commodity  pit¬ 
ted  against  the  other  in  the  legislative 
arena,  and  that  must  never  happen 
again. 

Let  us  come  back  next  January  firm 
in  our  determination  to  set  aside  parti¬ 
san,  sectional,  and  any  other  differences 
we  may  have  and  dedicate  ourselves  to 
the  enactment  of  constructive  farm  leg¬ 
islation.  Let  us  hope  that  we  will  at 
that  time  have  a  new  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  in  whom  we  can  place  om-  con¬ 
fidence  and  who  will  cooperate  with  us 
in  our  efforts  to  reach  this  common  ob¬ 
jective.  Above  all  else,  come  what  may, 
let  us  try  to  do  something  worth  while 
early  next  year  for  the  farmers  of 
America. 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  several 
motions  was  laid  on  the  table. 


\  GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 
\  REMARKS 

PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unannnous  consent  that  all  Members  be 
grantecl  permission  to  extend  their  re¬ 
marks  m  the  Record  on  the  bill  just 
passed.  \ 

The  SP^KER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  requestVf  the  gentleman  from  Lou¬ 
isiana?  \ 

There  was  m  objection. 


CORRECriON  OF  RECORD 

Mr.  PASSMAN.  \^r.  Speaker,  the  mu¬ 
tual  security  approViation  bill  confer¬ 
ence  report  as  it  app^rs  on  page  14800 
of  the  Congressional  Record  contains  a 
typographical  error.  Amendment  No.  7 

Isets  forth  the  figure  ^  $49  million, 
whereas  the  correct  figures  $40  million, 
as  reflected  in  the  print^  conference 
report.  No.  1268.  I  ask^ananimous 
consent  that  the  permanentNREcoRD  be 
corrected  accordingly.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  obj^tion  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Lou¬ 
isiana?  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Speak^  I 
regret  I  cannot  go  along  with  the  spo^ 
sors  of  this  legislation  to  provide  addiV 
tional  billions  for  foreign  aid,  also  de-^ 
scribed  as  “mutual  aid.”  I  realize  there 
are  some  items  in  this  bill  that  are  laud¬ 
able,  but  we  are  required  to  vote  for  or 
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Public  Law  85-279 
85th  Congress,  H.  R.  9302 
September  3,  1957 

AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  Mutual  Security  for  the  fiscal  year  ending.  June  30, 
1958,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assernhled,  That  the  following 
sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  namely: 

MUTUAL  SECURITY 
funds  appropriated  to  the  president 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  to  remain 
Available  until  June  30,  1958  unless  otherwise  specified  herein,  as 
follows : 

Military  assistance:  For  assistance  authorized  by  section  103  (a) 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  title  I,  chapter  1  (including  administra¬ 
tive  expenses  as  authorized  by  section  103  (b),  which  shall  not  exceed 
$23,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1958),  $1,340,(X)0,000,  to  remain  available 
until  December  31,  1958;  and  in  addition  not  to  exceed  $538,800,000 
of  unobligated  and  unreserved  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made 
available  for  purposes  of  section  103  (a)  and  section  104  are  continued 
available  until  December  31,  1958  for  the  purposes  of  section  103  (a)  ; 

Defense  support:  For  assistance  authorized  by  section  131  (b), 
$689,000,000;  and  in  addition  $36,000,000  of  unobligated  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section  131  are  con¬ 
tinued  available  for  the  purposes  of  that  section :  Provided^  That  not 
less  than  $40,000,000  thereof  shall  be  available  for  Spain,  exclusive  of 
technical  cooperation : _ 

Development  assistance:  Not  to  exceed  $52,000,000  of  unobligated 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of  develop¬ 
ment  assistance  are  hereby  continued  available  for  the  purposes  for 
which  originally  appropriated ; 

Development  Loan  Fund:  For  advances  to  the  Development  loan 
fund  as  authorized  by  section  203,  $300,000,000,  to  remain  available 
intil  expended ; 

Technical  cooperation,  general  authorization :  For  assistance  author¬ 
ized  by  section  304,  $113,000,000;  and  in  addition  not  to  exceed 
$12,000,000  of  unobligated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available 
for  purposes  of  section  304  are  continued  available  for  the  purposes  of 
that  section ; 

United  Nations  expanded  program  of  technical  assistance :  For  con¬ 
tributions  authorized  by  section  306  (a),  $15,500,000; 

Technical  cooperation  programs  of  the  Organization  of  American 
States:  For  contributions  authorized  by  section  306  (b),  $1,500,000; 

Special  assistance,  general  authorization:  For  assistance  authorized 
by  section  400  (a),  $225,000,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than 
$10,000,000  shall  be  available  for  Guatemala; 

Special  assistance  in  joint  control  areas  in  Europe:  For  assistance 
authorized  by  section  403,  $11,500,000  which  shall  remain  available 
until  September  30, 1958 ; 

Intergovernmental  Committee  for  European  Migration:  For  con¬ 
tributions  authorized  by  section  405  (a),  $12,500,000:  Provided,  That 
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no  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  assist  directly  in  the 
migration  to  any  nation  in  the  Western  Hemisphere  of  any  person  not 
having  a  security  clearance  based  on  reasonable  standards  to  insure 
against  Communist  infiltration  in  the  Western  Hemisphere ; 

United  Nations  Refugee  Fund:  For  contributions  authorized  by 
section  405  (c),  $2,233,000; 

Escapee  program:  For  assistance  authorized  by  section  405  (d), 
$5,500,000; 

United  Nations  Children’s  Fund:  For  contributions  authorized  by 
section  406,  $11,000,000; 

United  Nations  Relief  and  Works  Agency :  Not  to  exceed  $23,800,000 
of  unobligated  balances  of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  section  407  are  continued  available  for  purposes  of  that 
section ; 

North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization:  For  contributions  for  the 
construction  of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  civilian  head¬ 
quarters  as  authorized  by  section  408,  $1,500,000; 

Ocean  freight  charges.  United  States  voluntary  relief  agencies: 
For  payments  authorized  by  section  409  (c),  $2,200,000; 

Control  Act  expenses :  For  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the  Mutual 
Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951,  as  authorized  by  section  410, 
$1,000,000; 

General  administrative  expenses:  For  expenses  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  411  (b),  $32,750,000; 

Atoms  for  Peace :  Not  to  exceed  $4,450,000  of  xinobligated  balances 
of  funds  heretofore  made  available  for  purposes  of  section  12  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1956  are  hereby  continued  available  for  the 
purposes  of  section  419 ; 

Funds  appropriated  under  each  paragraph  of  this  Act  (other  than 
appropriations  under  the  head  of  military  assistance),  including  speci¬ 
fied  amounts  of  unobligated  balances,  and  amounts  certified  pursuant 
to  section  1311  of  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1955,  as  hav¬ 
ing  been  obligated  against  appropriations  heretofore  made  for  the 
same  general  purpose  as  such  paragraph,  which  amounts  are  hereby 
continued  available  (except  as  may  otherwise  be  specified  in  this  Act) 
for  the  same  period  as  the  respective  appropriations  in  this  Act  for  the 
same  general  purpose,  may  be  consolidated  in  one  account  for  each 
paragraph. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

Administrative  expenses:  For  expenses  of  the  Department  of  State 
as  authorized  by  section  411  (c)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended,  $4,577,000. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  102.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  shall 
be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  within  the  United  States 
not  heretofore  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

Sec.  103.  Payments  made  from  funds  appropriated  herein  for  en¬ 
gineering  fees  and  services  to  any  individual  engineering  firm  on  any 
one  project  in  excess  of  $25,000  shall  be  reported  to  the  Committees  on 
Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  at  least 
twice  annually. 

Sec.  104.  Pursuant  to  section  1415  of  the  Supplemental  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1953,  and  in  addition  to  other  amounts  made  available  pur¬ 
suant  to  said  section,  not  to  exceed  the  equivalent  of  $300,000  of  foreign 


September  3,  1957 


-3- 


Pub.  Law  85-279 


currencies  or  credits  owed  to  or  owned  by  the  United  States  shall 
remain  available  until  expended,  without  reimbursement  to  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  for  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred  against  such  currencies  or 
credits  prior  to  July  1,  1953,  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1951,  as  amended,  and  Acts  for  which  funds  65  stat.  373. 
were  authorized  by  that  Act  and,  hereafter,  foreign  currencies  gener-  22  use  1651  note, 
ated  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  utilized  only  for  the 
purposes  for  which  the  funds  providing  the  commodities  which  gener¬ 
ated  the  currency  were  appropriated. 

Sec.  105.  None  of  the  funds  provided  by  this  Act  nor  any  of  the  Foreign  government 
counterpart  funds  generated  as  a  result  of  assistance  under  this  or  debts, 
any  other  Act  shall  be  used  to  make  payments  on  account  of  the  prin¬ 
cipal  or  interest  on  any  debt  of  any  foreign  government  or  on  any 
loan  made  to  such  government  by  any  other  foreign  government ;  nor 
shall  any  of  these  funds  be  expended  for  any  purpose  for  which  funds 
have  beeu  withdrawn  by  any  recipient  country  to  make  payment  on 
such  debts :  Provided^  That,  to  the  extent  that  funds  have  been  bor¬ 
rowed  by  any  foreign  government  in  order  to  make  a  deposit  of 
-ounterpart  and  such  deposit  is  in  excess  of  the  amount  that  would  be 
required  to  be  deposited  pursuant  to  the  formula  prescribed  by  section 
142  (b)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  such  counter-  69  S-tat.  285. 
part  may  be  used  in  such  country  for  any  agreed  purpose  consistent  22  use  1852, 
with  the  provisions  of  such  Act. 

Sec.  106.  Except  for  the  appropriations  entitled  “Special  assistance,  Restriotlon, 
general  authorization”  and  “Development  loan  fund”,  not  more  than 
20  per  centum  of  any  appropriation  item  made  available  by  this 
Act  shall  be  obligated  and/or  reserved  during  the  last  month  of 
availability. 

Sec.  107.  None  of  the  funds  made  available  by  this  Act  shall  be 
used  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  first  sentence  of  section  400  (c)  Ante,  p.  360. 
of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended. 

Sec.  108.  The  appropriations  and  authority  with  respect  thereto  in  Availability  of 
this  Act  shall  be  available  from  July  1, 1957,  for  the  purposes  provided  funds. and  author- 
in  such  appropriations  and  authority.  All  obligations  incurred  during  Ity. 
the  period  between  June  30,  1957,  and  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  n  stat.  603. 

Act  in  anticipation  of  such  appropriations  and  authority  are  hereby  hi  stat.  604. 
ratified  and  confirmed  if  in  accordance  with  the  terms  hereof _ / 

Sec.  109.  The  Congress  hereby  reiterates  its  opposition  to  the  seat-  Seating  of  Com¬ 
ing  in  the  United  Nations  of  the  Communist  China  regime  as  the  munlst  China  In 
representative  of  China,  and  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  continuing  U.N.,  opposition, 
ense  of  the  Congress  that  the  Communist  regime  in  China  has  not 
demonstrated  its  willingness  to  fulfill  the  obligations  contained  in  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations  and  should  not  be  recognized  to  repre¬ 
sent  China  in  the  United  Nations.  In  the  event  of  the  seating  of  Presidential 
lepresentatives  of  the  Chinese  Communist  regime  in  the  Security  report  to 
Council  or  General  Assembly  of  the  United  Nations,  the  President  is  Congress, 
requested  to  inform  the  Congress  insofar  as  is  compatible  with  the 
lequirements  of  national  security,  of  the  implications  of  this  action 
upon  the  foreign  policy  of  the  United  States  and  our  foreign  rela¬ 
tionships,  including  that  created  by  membership  in  the  United  Nations, 
together  with  any  recommendations  which  he  may  have  with  respect 
to  the  matter. 

Sec.  110.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Mutual  Security  Ajjpropria-  Short  title, 
tion  Act,  1958”. 

Approved  September  3,  1957. 
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